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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

BIOCHLOR
CERCLA
DNA

DTSC

FBWZ

FS
ft?

GC

IC
ISB

ISCO
ISOTEC

pne/L
MCL

MNA
Oo&M
ORP
OSWER
PID
QA/QC

RACER
RAO

RWQCB

SVE

BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act

deoxyribonucleic acid
(California Environmental Protection Agency) Department of Toxic

Substances Control

first water-bearing zone
flame ionization detector
feasibility study

square feet

gas chromatography
Hydrogen Release Compound

institutional control

Installation Restoration (Program)
in situ bioremediation

in situ chemical oxidation

In-Situ Oxidative Technologies, Inc.

micrograms per liter
maximum contaminant level
monitored natural attenuation

operation and maintenance

oxidation-reduction potential
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response

photoionization detector
quality assurance/quality control

Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements (System)
remedial action objective

remedial investigation

(California) Regional Water Quality Control Board

soil vapor extraction
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TDS total dissolved solids
TOC total organic carbon
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC volatile organic compounds
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Appendix C
COST DEVELOPMENT SUMMARIES

This appendix documents the development of order-of-magnitude cost estimates for Installation
Restoration (IR) Program Site 27 remedial alternatives evaluated in this Feasibility Study (FS)
Report. The no action alternative (Alternative 1) has no associated costs and is therefore not

discussed in this appendix.

These cost estimates are solely for comparing alternatives in this FS Report and should not be
used for budgeting or planning purposes.

C1

Cc1.1

METHODOLOGY

Cost estimates for this FS Report were prepared following United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) technical guidance (U.S. EPA 1988, 2000) and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan. The Remedial Action Cost
Engineering and Requirements System (RACER) was the primary source of cost data.
Costs for site-specific or unique line items were based on vendor quotes. Microsoft Excel
spreadsheets were used to tabulate costs on an annual basis and calculate present values

in January 2005 dollars.

Description of RACER

RACER cost models are based on generic engineering solutions for environmental
projects, technologies, and processes. The engineering solutions were derived from
historical project information, government laboratories, construction management
agencies, vendors, contractors, and engineering analyses. The software used for
estimating cost, RACER 2004, incorporates the most up-to-date engineering practices and
procedures to accurately reflect current removal/remediation processes and pricing.
When an estimate is developed in RACER, generic engineering solutions are customized
by adding site-specific parameters to reflect project-specific conditions and requirements.
The tailored plan is then translated into specific work items, priced using the current cost
data. RACER incorporates and summarizes cost by the code of accounts that was
developed by the interagency Cost Estimating Group for Hazardous, Toxic, and
Radiological Waste Remediation.

Included in the capital costs developed by RACER are estimates for professional labor
support to the remedial action. This labor support is calculated based on the technology
employed and includes construction oversight and preparation of work plans (e.g., health
and safety, sampling, quality control). Indirect cost estimates for the remedial action
include items such as sales tax on purchased items, contractors’ overhead, contractors’
profits, bonds, and insurance costs. Engineering, another indirect cost item, varies for
each alternative depending on the complexity of the remedial action.

The cost estimates presented in this FS Report have an accuracy of +50 percent to -30
percent, consistent with U.S. EPA remedial investigation (RI) and FS technical guidance
(U.S. EPA 1988). It is important to note that costs prepared at this stage of a remediation
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project can increase during final design and/or implementation. Such escalation is
usually a result of scope changes that cannot be explicitly defined due to a lack of
complete, accurate, and detailed information when the FS Report is prepared.
Contingency allowances have therefore been added to the capital costs and operation and
maintenance (O&M) costs at a rate of 20 percent to cover increases that may occur as a
result of scope-related uncertainties.

C1.2 User-Defined Costs

It was not possible to develop RACER cost estimates for some elements of the
alternatives because of certain site-specific or unique characteristics. The costs for these
elements were estimated with quotes and other cost data from vendors, contractors, and
previous cost estimates. These costs were evaluated and adjusted as necessary to account

for inflation.

C1.3 Cost Estimate Components

Cost estimates for IR Site 27 remedial alternatives include capital costs, O&M costs, and
contingency allowances. A description of each of these cost categories is provided

below.

C1.3.1 CAPITAL COSTS

Capital costs consist of direct and indirect costs. Direct costs include expenditures
incurred for equipment, labor, and materials needed to develop, construct, and implement
a remedial action. Indirect costs include all other expenses necessary to support the
construction that cannot be directly associated with a specific equipment item or remedial
activity. Indirect costs include the following:

o health and safety items

¢ permitting and legal fees

e site supervision

e engineering

s contractor overhead and profit
s  startup costs

These indirect expenditures are included in the detailed cost analysis, either as separate
line items or as a percentage of the direct capital cost.

C1.3.2 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

O&M costs refer to those post-construction items necessary to assure the continued
effectiveness of a remedial action. Typical O&M expenses include power, operating
labor, consumable materials, purchased services (such as laboratory services), equipment

Appendix C, Costs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point
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replacement, maintenance, sampling of monitoring wells, permit fees, annual reports, and
periodic site reviews.

C1.3.3 CONTINGENCY ALLOWANCES

Contingency allowances are assumed to be 20 percent of the cost of each alternative. As
noted in Section C1.1, contingency allowances have been added to the FS cost estimates
to account for uncertainties in project scope. The size of the contingency allowance
would be expected to decrease as cost estimates are prepared during subsequent phases of
design, after a remedial alternative has been selected and is proceeding toward

implementation.

C1.4 Present Value

Present value is calculated using present worth analysis, a method of evaluating alternative
remedial action solutions when expenditures occur over different time periods. The costs for
the various remedial action alternatives can be compared on the basis of a single figure for
each alternative by discounting all future costs to a common year. This single figure, the
present value, represents the amount of money which, if invested in the initial year of a
remedial action and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover all costs associated with

that alternative.

The present worth of expenditures occurring over the life of a remedial action is
determined using the formula:

PW:i X

r=1 (1+i)t

where

PW = present worth

x; = escalated expenditures for the remedial action in year t
(the escalation rate is assumed to be O percent per year for this FS)
i = annual interest or discount rate
t = number of years in which each expenditure occurs following start of construction
n = number of years following start of construction

The present value is calculated by adding the capital costs to the present worth of the
O&M annual expenditures and periodic costs priced as of January 2005 (including
contingency allowances). Because the alternatives may be completed at different times,
the present value was calculated for each alternative on the basis of a real discount rate of
3.1 percent (using real discount rates [adjusted for inflation] from OMB Circular A-94 January

2005).
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C1.5 General Assumptions

Assumptions that influence the cost of implementing remedial alternatives at IR Site 27
were based on general engineering practices and the requirements of RACER, when
appropriate. The following general assumptions were used to develop cost estimates for
each alternative in this FS Report.

e Total costs were calculated using a cost base of 2005 dollars.

e O&M cost would be incurred beginning in 2006 or 2007 and continue thereafter
as required by each alternative.

e IR Site 27 is accessible. Specialized equipment or services, with the exception
of those described in this FS Report, would not be required.

e All operations would be conducted using U.S. EPA Level D protective clothing.

e No disposal of hazardous materials is included unless specified.

e  Work plan and safety and health plan preparation, technical oversight during
planning, and implementation of work are included in the cost for professional
labor.

e Contingency allowances are 20 percent of capital costs, O&M costs, and
periodic costs.

e Monitoring would be performed per modeling estimates using the BIOCHLOR

Natural Attenuation Decision Support System (BIOCHLOR) to achieve
remedial action objectives (RAOs).

C2 COST ESTIMATES

This section identifies the site-specific assumptions and parameters used to estimate costs
for Altematives 3, 4A, 6A, 6B and 7. Table C-1 presents the major assumptions which
influence costs for each alternative. The yearly costs and the present value for each
alternative are provided in detail in Tables C-2 through C-6. For comparison, a summary
of the estimated costs for these alternatives is presented in Table C-7.

In Appendix B, a sensitivity analysis was presented based on certain assumptions used in
the BIOCHLOR model. In isolation, several key assumptions were decreased by one-half
and increased by two times to demonstrate the sensitivity of the assumptions on the
“Time to Decrease Below MCL.” Cost estimates were not prepared for various results of
the sensitivity analysis as the parameters may have limited applicability for site

conditions.

C2.1 Alternative 3 — MNA and ICs

This alternative assumes that natural attenuation processes (e.g., biodegradation, adsorption,
dilution) will reduce concentrations of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in
groundwater to achieve RAOs. This alternative is included based on the following

assumptions.

Appendix C, Costs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point
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e Historical concentration trends indicate that reductive dechlorination is
occurring in the subsurface at IR Site 27. These processes are likely to continue
to reduce contaminant concentrations and thus further reduce potential risk.

e Vertical migration of chlorinated VOCs is limited to an estimated depth of 20
feet bgs.

¢ Contaminant migration in the subsurface is primarily horizontal. Contamination
in shallow groundwater would not threaten the deeper water-bearing zone due to
the presence of a saltwater interface.

e Contaminant concentrations in the shallow aquifer would continue to be tracked
as part of the monitored natural attenuation (MNA) program.

Groundwater modeling was performed to assist in evaluating the effectiveness of
Alternative 3 and to estimate the duration for ICs. The analytical model BIOCHLOR was
used to predict the time to achieve RAOs in IR Site 27 groundwater if no engineered
control or source area reduction measure were implemented. The model simulations
performed to support this groundwater alternative (Appendix B) indicate that the VOC
plume appears to be stable, with limited additional downgradient migration potential, and
that RAOs would be achieved within 30 years for the Ferry Point Road plume and 70

years for the Building 168 plume.

This alternative includes the following components:
e monitoring program design, groundwater sampling and analysis
e ICs to restrict extraction of groundwater for domestic purposes
e periodic reviews

Based on the BIOCHLOR model simulation results, the duration of MNA and ICs under
Alternative 3 is assumed to be 70 years.

Activities associated with MNA include collecting and analyzing groundwater samples
from wells within and along the downgradient migration pathways of the plume. For FS
cost estimating purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing

groundwater monitoring wells.

The frequency and number of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the
beginning of the MNA program and reduce with time. It was assumed that groundwater
from eight wells would be sampled quarterly for years 1 through 3, groundwater from six
wells would be sampled semiannually for years 4 through 6, groundwater from six wells
would be sampled annually for years 7 through 30, and groundwater from four wells
would be sampled annually for the remainder of the assumed 70-year MNA program.

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that all groundwater samples collected
under this alternative would be analyzed for VOCs and MNA parameters. Monitoring for
natural attenuation parameters is included to aid in understanding natural attenuation
progress and VOC concentration trends. Ferrous iron, conductivity, temperature, pH,
oxidation-reduction potential (ORP), and dissolved oxygen would be measured with

Appendix C, Costs — FS Repor, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point page C-5

3/21/2006 11:13:06 AM lw k:\word processingireports\cto-089\site 27\fs\draft finahappendix c\appendix c.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0069/0488
March 2006

Appendix C Cost Development Summaries

hand-held equipment. An off-site laboratory would conduct analyses for VOCs and the
following MNA parameters: dissolved gases, alkalinity, major anions, major cations,
total organic carbon (TOC), and total dissolved solids (TDS). Annual monitoring reports
would be prepared and submitted to the regulatory agencies for review.

Under Alternative 3, the actual institutional controls (ICs) to be employed would be
established in the ROD and subsequent remedial design/remedial action documentation.
The Navy would use its policy entitled Principles and Procedures for Specifying,
Monitoring and Enforcement of Land Use Controls and Other Post-ROD Actions
(Attachment B to this FS Report) for specifying and implementing ICs for this alternative.
The objective of ICs under Alternative 3 would be to prohibit activities that could result
in unacceptable exposure to groundwater COCs. ICs would be put in place to prohibit
extraction of groundwater for domestic purposes, and to maintain access to monitoring
wells for the MNA program. Figure C-1 depicts the portion of IR Site 27 assumed to be
subject to ICs for groundwater. Alternative 3 does not include active source area

treatment.

A key component of the ICs for this alternative would be proprietary land-use restrictions
incorporated into a quitclaim deed(s) and Covenant to Restrict Use of Property agreement(s)
with the California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC). The Navy would employ a dual approach to include land-use
restrictions in both Navy deeds of conveyance and in Covenant to Restrict Use of
Property agreements with DTSC entered into pursuant to the March 2000 Memorandum
of Agreement between the Navy and DTSC (Attachment A). The installation and
construction of groundwater extraction wells would be prohibited unless approved by the
Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). The land-use restriction might be released if the transferee demonstrates to
the concurrence of the Navy, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and San Francisco Bay RWQCB that
domestic exposure to groundwater at IR Site 27 no longer warrants ICs. In addition, a
deed notice would be recorded to notify the public of the existence of the groundwater
contamination.

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that groundwater sampling reports would
be submitted to the agencies annually and that periodic reviews would be performed
every 5 years over the 70-year MNA period to assess natural attenuation progress and
plume stability. Reviews would be documented in a summary report issued to
appropriate regulatory agencies. These reports might suggest modifications to the
cleanup program as needed.

C2.2 Alternative 4A — ISB Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Alternative 4A is similar to Alternative 3 but would additionally employ anaerobic in situ
bioremediation (ISB) technology to accelerate VOC contaminant degradation in the
IR Site 27 plume. It is assumed that the proprietary Hydrogen Release Compound (HRC)
technology would be used to accelerate biodegradation of VOCs. HRC would be injected
into the source area aquifer zone in the areas shown on Figure C-2. HRC injection would

Appendix C, Costs — FS Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point
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be accomplished by direct-push methods to enhance reductive dechlorination.
Groundwater sampling would be performed as part of an MNA program to document the
reduction in contaminant concentrations after treatment and demonstrate that residual
contaminant levels are reduced over time through naturally occurring processes during the
IC period. ICs would prohibit extraction of groundwater for domestic purposes. ICs
would also prohibit actions that would interfere with activities associated with this

alternative.

BIOCHLOR model simulations performed for this alternative (Appendix B) indicate that
VOC concentrations should attenuate to RAO concentrations within 25 years after source
area treatment for the Ferry Point Road plume, and 60 years for the Building 168 plume.
Regulatory agencies may accept a less stringent end point for ICs if sufficient data are
collected to show that attenuation is continuing. However, this conservative end point of
60 years derived from the BIOCHLOR model simulations is considered adequate for

comparison purposes.
Major components of this alternative include ISB, MNA, and ICs. The assumed duration
of ICs for Alternative 4A is 60 years.

Enhanced anaerobic ISB for this alternative would consist of a single application of
electron donor compounds in the two areas of higher VOC concentrations, followed by
MNA. The total treatment area is approximately 43,000 square feet (Figure C-2). For FS
cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that a single injection event of HRC at 128 direct-
push borings would enhance natural attenuation processes in the two treatment areas.
The injections would be located on 20-foot centers, based on an estimated radius of
influence of 10 feet. Details of this alternative (e.g., the number of borings and dose rates
per boring for HRC) would be determined in the remedial design phase. The enhanced
anacrobic ISB process should provide active treatment for VOC-impacted groundwater.
No pilot-scale testing is assumed.

MNA for Alternative 4A would be similar to Alternative 3 that except the duration is assumed
to be 60 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B). The sampling event
frequency for this alternative is described below. For FS cost estimating purposes, the
monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring wells.
Monthly groundwater sampling and analysis of wells would be performed prior to and
following the HRC injection to evaluate the remediation process for a total of 12 months.
Both laboratory and field analyses would be conducted to establish baseline groundwater
conditions.  Ferrous iron would be analyzed using field test kits. Conductivity,
temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using a flow-through
cell equipped with multiple parameter probes.

For cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that an off-site laboratory would conduct
analysis for VOCs and the same MNA parameters as under Alternative 3 (dissolved
gases, alkalinity, major anions, major cations, TOC, and TDS). Additionally, organic
acid analyses would be performed using gas chromatography/flame ionization detection
to assess the dissolution of HRC in the aquifer. DNA [deoxyribonucleic acid] testing
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Cc23

(using quantitative polymerase chain reaction and terminal restriction fragment length
polymorphism) and metabolic acid testing would be performed to confirm the presence of
dechlorinating bacteria within the source area.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the beginning of the
MNA program and reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater from existing wells
would be sampled on the following schedule.

e Year 1 would include monthly monitoring of eight wells for VOCs, DNA, and
metabolic acids, and quarterly monitoring for all MNA parameters (as described
under Alternative 3).

e Years 2 through 3 would include quarterly monitoring of eight wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

e  Years 4 through 5 would include semiannual monitoring of eight wells for
VOCs and annual monitoring for all MNA parameters.

e Years 6 through 25 would include annual monitoring of six wells for VOCs and
all MNA parameters.

e  Years 26 through 60 would include annual monitoring of four wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

ICs under Alternative 4A would be similar in scope to ICs for Alternative 3, with an
assumed duration of 60 years.

Periodic reviews for Alternative 4A would be performed in the same manner as under
Alternative 3. Reviews would occur every 5 years over the assumed 60-year project life.

Alternative 6A — ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

For Alternative 6A, in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) would be used in a focused manner
to oxidize VOCs in groundwater in two treatment areas in the IR Site 27 plume. The
In-Situ Oxidative Technologies, Inc. (ISOTEC) chemical oxidation process would be
employed to chemically destroy contaminants in groundwater in the two treatment areas.
For FS cost estimating purposes, the two source areas shown on Figure C-2 are assumed
to be treated using one treatment event across both treatment areas plus one additional
“hot spot” injection event. MNA would document the reduction in contaminant
concentrations after treatment and demonstrate that residual contaminant levels are
reduced over time through naturally occurring processes during the IC period. ICs would
prohibit groundwater extraction for domestic purposes at IR Site 27 and preclude actions
that would interfere with activities associated with this alternative.

BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
VOCs at IR Site 27 should attenuate to RAO concentrations across the VOC plume

approximately 15 years after source area treatment for the Ferry Point Road plume, and in
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approximately 45 years for the Building 168 plume. The agencies may accept a less
stringent end point for ICs if sufficient data are collected to show that attenuation is
continuing. However, this conservative end point of 45 years derived from the
BIOCHLOR model simulations is considered adequate for comparison purposes.

Major components of this alternative include ISCO, MNA, and ICs. The assumed
duration of Alternative 6A is 45 years.

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that treatment would occur over two areas
with an approximate total area of 43,000 square feet. A 15-foot radius of influence at
each application point is assumed for FS cost estimating purposes. Alternative 6A would
employ an estimated 43 injection points in the western source area and 57 injection points
in the eastern source area, for a total of 100 injection points. The injections would be
performed using direct-push drilling technology, and applied via gravity through
temporary injection screens. For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that the
injections would focus on a 10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO. Performance of the
process would be evaluated through groundwater sampling and analysis. No pilot-scale
testing is included.

Sampling for the first 6 months after implementing ISCO injection would be conducted
during three sampling events using eight existing groundwater monitoring wells. Both
laboratory and field analyses would be conducted. Ferrous iron would be analyzed using
field test kits. Conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be
measured using a flow-through cell equipped with multiple parameter probes. For cost
estimating purposes, it is assumed that an off-site laboratory would analyze groundwater
samples for VOCs, dissolved gases, alkalinity, major anions, major cations, TOC, and
TDS.

After ISCO treatment, groundwater monitoring conducted as part of an MNA program
would be the same as that described for Alternative 3 except that the duration is assumed
to be approximately 45 years, based on BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B),
and the sampling event frequency would vary as described below. For FS cost estimating
purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater monitoring
wells.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the beginning of the
MNA program and reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater from existing wells

would be sampled on the following schedule.

» Three monitoring events for eight wells would occur in the first 6 months after
ISCO treatment, as described above.

¢  Monitoring from month 6 through year 2 would include quarterly monitoring of
eight wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters (as described under Alternative 3).

e Monitoring from years 3 through 15 would include annual monitoring of six
wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters.
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e  Monitoring from years 16 through 45 would include annual monitoring of four
wells for VOCs and all MNA parameters.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

ICs under Alternative 6A would be similar in scope to ICs described for Alternative 3,
with an assumed duration of approximately 45 years for FS cost estimating purposes.

As described for Alternative 3, periodic reviews would be performed every 5 years. The
reviews would occur over the assumed 45-year project life.

C2.4 Alternative 6B - Sitewide ISCO Treatment and Groundwater
Confirmation Sampling

For Alternative 6B, ISCO would be used to aggressively treat the entire IR Site 27 plume
to reduce VOC concentrations to RAO concentrations, allowing for unrestricted use. The
ISOTEC chemical oxidation process assumed for Alternative 6A would be employed
under Alternative 6B to treat the entire 11-acre plume. For FS cost estimating purposes,
the initial full-scale injection event would be completed in the area shown on Figure C-1.
If needed, a subsequent hot spot injection would be performed at up to one-half of the
full-scale injection points. Groundwater sampling would document the reduction in
contaminant concentrations after sitewide ISCO treatment.

For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that treatment would occur over the entire
inland portion of the approximately 11-acre groundwater plume area. A 15-foot radius of
influence at each application well is assumed; therefore, Alternative 6B would employ an
estimated 570 injection points. The injection would take an estimated 50 days to
complete, based on recent experience at IR Site 9. The injections would be performed
using direct-push drilling technology, and applied via gravity through temporary injection
screens. It is assumed that the injections would focus on a 10-foot-thick treatment zone
for ISCO. Performance of the process would be evaluated through groundwater sampling
and analysis. The initial injection would be followed by an additional hot spot injection
event, as necessary, at up to one-half of the full-scale injection, or up to 285 injection
points over an estimated 25 days. As with Alternative 6A, no pilot-scale testing is
assumed to be necessary.

Groundwater confirmation sampling would be conducted every 2 months for 6 months
using eight existing groundwater monitoring wells. Both laboratory and field analyses
would be conducted. Ferrous iron would be analyzed using field test kits. Conductivity,
temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using a flow-through

cell equipped with multiple parameter probes. For cost estimating purposes, it is assumed
that an off-site laboratory would analyze groundwater samples for VOCs, dissolved gases,

alkalinity, major anions, major cations, TOC, and TDS.

Groundwater sampling under this alternative is assumed to be conducted for 3 years. For
FS cost estimating purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing
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groundwater monitoring wells. It is assumed that groundwater from existing wells would
be sampled on the following schedule.

» The schedule for the first 6 months of monitoring are as described above for
Alternative 6A.

e  Monitoring from month 7 through year 2 would include quarterly monitoring
events for VOCs and all MNA parameters (as described under Alternative 3).

e Monitoring in year 3 would consist of one annual monitoring event at the end of
year 3.

For FS cost estimating purposes, the groundwater sampling techniques, field and
laboratory analyses, and annual reporting are assumed to be the same as for Alternative 3.

Because ISCO treatment is assumed to reduce VOC concentrations to levels below RAOs
within 6 months, and Alternative 6B has a duration of only 3 years, periodic reviews
would not need to be performed every 5 years. At the end of year 3, a project closeout
report would be prepared.

C2.5 Alternative 7 — Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment,
MNA, and ICs

Alternative 7 uses a proprietary well technology (Dynamic Subsurface Circulation) in
association with MNA and ICs. The Accelerated Remediation Technologies, LLC,
circulation well design utilizes soil vapor extraction (SVE), in-well air stripping, and in-
well air sparging (Figure C-3). This combination of technologies creates circulation of -
treated groundwater outward from the treatment well through capillary fringe soil and
back into the well for treatment. The reported radius of influence for this technology is
up to 70 feet. For the purposes of this FS, it is assumed that a separate pilot-scale study
would not be performed, since the area of a pilot-scale study would be similar in size to
the targeted treatment areas for Alternative 7.

BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this alternative indicate that
VOCs within the VOC plume should attenuate to RAO concentrations within 20 years
after source area treatment for the Ferry Point Road plume, and 55 years for the Building
168 plume. Regulatory agencies may accept a less stringent end point for ICs if sufficient
data are collected to show that attenuation is continuing. However, this conservative end
point of 55 years derived from the BIOCHLOR model simulations is considered adequate

for comparison purposes.

The principal components of this alternative include remediation system construction,
O&M, MNA, and ICs. The assumed duration of Alternative 7 is approximately 55 years.

In order to implement Alternative 7 at IR Site 27, it is assumed that ten 6-inch-diameter
remediation wells would be installed. Two remediation systems would be installed as
part of this alternative: one just east of Ferry Point Road and one outside the western edge
of Building 168. SVE piping, compressed air for in-well sparging, and electrical supply
for the recirculation pumps would be run in trenches from the remediation systems to
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each remediation well. Locations of the two remediation equipment compounds, ten
remediation wells, and trenches are shown on Figure C-4.

Each remediation system would consist of an electrical panel, air compressor, SVE
system, and two 1,000-pound vapor-phase granular activated carbon vessels for treatment
of extracted soil vapor (Figure C-5). Concrete-filled bollards would be installed to
protect equipment from traffic damage. Each system would be surrounded by chain-link

fencing.

After construction is completed, a 1-month period of startup and equipment shakedown
would be conducted. During the startup period, daily flow rates and photoionization
detector (PID) readings of soil vapor influent, intermediate (between carbon vessels) and
effluent sampling locations of both remediation systems would be recorded. Equipment
adjustments also would be made to balance system operation. Dissolved oxygen and
ORP readings would be conducted daily for the first week, and weekly for the remainder

of the 1-month startup period.

O&M activities are assumed to extend for 1 year. During that period, the systems would
be inspected at least weekly to measure vapor flow rates and to perform PID
measurements. A total of 32 soil vapor samples are assumed to be collected for VOC
analysis by U.S. EPA Method TO-15. Vapor-phase carbon would be changed out based
on PID readings. For FS cost estimating purposes, it is assumed that both vessels from
each remediation system would be changed out after 4 months and 8 months of operation.
During the O&M period, groundwater sampling also would be performed as described

below.

MNA for Alternative 7 would be similar to the program under Alternative 6A except that
the duration is assumed to be approximately 55 years, based on BIOCHLOR model
simulations (Appendix B) and the sampling would vary as described below. For FS cost
estimating purposes, the monitoring program is assumed to utilize existing groundwater

monitoring wells.

Monthly groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed prior to and following
the startup of the remediation systems to evaluate the remediation process for a total of 6
months. Quarterly sampling would then be conducted through year 2. Both laboratory
and field analyses would be conducted to establish baseline groundwater conditions. The
monthly and quarterly groundwater samples would be analyzed for MNA parameters (as
described under Alternative 3). Ferrous iron would be analyzed using field test kits.
Conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, and dissolved oxygen would be measured using a
flow-through cell equipped with multiple parameter probes for all groundwater samples.

The frequency of groundwater sampling events would be higher at the beginning of the
MNA program and would reduce with time. It is assumed that groundwater from existing
wells would be sampled on the following schedule.

e Years | and 2 would include monthly/quarterly monitoring of eight wells for
VOCs and MNA parameters as described above.
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e Years 3 through 20 would include annual monitoring of six wells for VOCs and
all MNA parameters.

e Years 21 through 55 would include annual monitoring of four wells for VOCs
and all MNA parameters.

ICs under Alternative 7 would be similar in scope to ICs for Alternative 3, with an
assumed duration of approximately 55 years for FS cost estimating purposes. The area
subject to ICs is shown on Figure C-1. '

Periodic reviews for Alternative 7 would be performed similarly to those described for
Alternative 3. The reviews would occur every 5 years over the assumed 55-year project
life.
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Table C-1
Cost Estimate Assumptions for IR Site 27 Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE 3 - MNA AND ICs

Components Assumptions

Institutional controls e Land-use control and implementation plan

e Deed and covenant restrictions

¢ Other activities (e.g., periodic drive-by)

e Assumed duration of ICs is 70 years based on BIOCHLOR modeling

results
Groundwater sampling and e No new monitoring wells are required
analyses for MNA +  Existing on-site monitoring wells would be sampled

»  MNA sampling frequency:
—~ eight wells sampled quarterly for years 1 through 3

six wells sampled semiannually for years 4 through 6
six wells sampled annually for years 7 through 30
four wells sampled annually for years 31 through 70

|

e  MNA analytical frequency:
—  years 1 through 3 — quarterly
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)
- years 4 through 6 — semiannually (VOCs each semiannual
event; all MNA parameters once per year)
—  years 7 through 70 — annually
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)

» Field analysis (all sampling events):
— disposable test kits: ferrous iron
— rented equipment: conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, DO

e Laboratory analysis (all parameters):
—  dissolved gases (GC/FID)
~ alkalinity (U.S. EPA Method 310.1)
—  major anions (U.S. EPA Method 300)
— major cations (U.S. EPA Method 6010)
— total organic carbon (U.S. EPA Method 415.1)
— total dissolved solids (U.S. EPA Method 160.1)
- VOCs (U.S. EPA Method 8260B)
- 20% QA/QC samples

¢  Annual monitoring reports

Review reports e Every 5 years
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Table C-1 (continued)

ALTERNATIVE 4A - ISB SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs

Components

Assumptions

Institutional controls

Land-use control and implementation plan

Deed and covenant restrictions

Other activities (e.g., periodic drive-by)

Assumed duration of ICs is 60 years based on BIOCHLOR modeling results

MNA enhancements
(HRC injection)

Injections in source area zones only (Figure 6-2)
Source areas total 43,000 square feet in size

Total of 128 direct-push injection points
— 13 days of direct-push installation by drilling contractor

—  concrete coring required at each boring
15,360 pounds of HRC material — supplied by Regenesis

Number of groundwater sampling events during the first year:
— 12 sampling events for tracking of enhanced MNA effectiveness

Field analysis as described below

Laboratory analysis:
— as described below
— first 12 (monthly) sampling events include DNA (quantitative PCR and

TRFLP) and metabolic acids (GC/FID)

Groundwater sampling and
analyses for MNA

Sampling frequency:

- year | —eight wells monthly for VOCs, DNA
{quantitative PCR and TRFLP), and metabolic acids;
quarterly for all MNA parameters

—  years 2 through 3 — eight wells quarterly
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)

-~ years 4 through 5 — eight wells semiannually (VOCs each
semiannual event; all MNA parameters once per year)

— years 6 through 25 — six wells annually
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)

—  years 26 through 60 — four wells annually
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)

Field analysis:
-~ disposable test kits: ferrous iron

~ rented equipment: conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, DO

Laboratory analysis (all parameters):

-~ dissolved gases (GC/FID)

— alkalinity (U.S. EPA Method 310.1)

— major anions (U.S. EPA Method 300)

— major cations (U.S. EPA Method 6010)

~ total organic carbon (U.S. EPA Method 415.1)
- total dissolved solids (U.S. EPA Method 160.1)
—  VOCs (U.S. EPA Method 8260B)

—  20% QA/QC samples

Annual monitoring reports

Review reports

Every 5 years
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Table C-1 {continued)

ALTERNATIVE 6A - ISCO SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs

Components

Assumptions

Institutional controls

Land-use control and implementation plan

Deed and covenant restrictions

Other activities (e.g., periodic drive-by)

Assumed duration of ICs is 45 years based on BIOCHLOR modeling results

ISCO source area
treatment operation

ISCO materials — one injection event, plus an additional “hot spot” event as

needed

ISCO labor and materials cost supplied by ISOTEC

Assumed radius of influence: 15 feet

Injection points:

— assume 43 injection points are required in western source area and
57 injection points in the eastern source area (100 points total)

— temporary direct-push injection screens

—  10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO

Number of groundwater sampling events during the first 6 months: three

sampling events, eight wells sampled

Field analysis as described below

Laboratory analysis as described below

Groundwater sampling and
analyses for MNA

Sampling frequency:
— month 6 through year 2 — eight wells quarterly
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)
— year 3 to year 15 —six wells annually
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)
—  year 16 to year 45 — four wells annually
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)
Field analysis:
— disposable test kits: ferrous iron
— rented equipment: conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, DO

Laboratory analysis (all parameters):

— dissolved gases (GC/FID)

- alkalinity (U.S. EPA Method 310.1)

— major anions (U.S. EPA Method 300)

~ major cations (U.S. EPA Method 6010)

— total organic carbon (U.S. EPA Method 415.1)
— total dissolved solids (U.S. EPA Method 160.1)
—  VOCs (U.S. EPA Method 8260B)

-  20% QA/QC samples

Annual monitoring reports

Review reports

Every 5 years
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Table C-1 (continued)

ALTERNATIVE 6B - SITEWIDE ISCO TREATMENT AND GROUNDWATER CONFIRMATION

SAMPLING

Components

Assumptions

Institutional controls

Land-use control and implementation plan

Deed and covenant restrictions

Other activities (e.g., periodic drive-by)

Assumed ICs are not required after ISCO treatment because RAOs will be
reached within end of 1 year

ISCO source area
treatment operation

ISCO materials ~ one injection event, plus an additional “hot spot” event as
needed

ISCO labor and materials cost supplied by ISOTEC

Assumed radius of influence: 15 feet

Injection points:

— assume 570 injection points full-scale event

—  assume 285 injection points for one follow-up “hot spot” event

— temporary direct-push injection screens

—  10-foot-thick treatment zone for ISCO

Number of groundwater sampling events during the first 6 months: three
sampling events, eight wells

Field analysis as described below

Laboratory analysis as described below

Groundwater sampling and
analyses for MNA

Number of wells sampled per event: eight wells

Sampling frequency: month 6 through year 2 — quarterly
(VOCs and all MNA parameters)

One annual sampling event at the end of year 3

Field analysis:
~ disposable test kits: ferrous iron
— rented equipment: conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, DO

Laboratory analysis (all parameters):

— dissolved gases (GC/FID)

—  alkalinity (U.S. EPA Method 310.1)

—  major anions (U.S. EPA Method 300)

- major cations (U.S. EPA Method 6010)

—  total organic carbon (U.S. EPA Method 415.1)
— total dissolved solids (U.S. EPA Method 160.1)
—  VOCs (U.S. EPA Method 8260B)

- 20% QA/QC samples

Annual monitoring reports

Review reports

Closeout report at end of year 3
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Table C-1 (continued)

ALTERNATIVE 7 - DYNAMIC CIRCULATION SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs

Components Assumptions

Institutional controls e Land-use control and implementation plan

¢ Deed and covenant restrictions

e Other activities (e.g., periodic drive-by)

e  Assume the duration of ICs is 55 years based on BIOCHLOR modeling results

Remediation well ¢ Coring through concrete up to 9 inches thick

installation e Install ten 6-inch-diameter wells, schedule 40 PVC

e Each well screened from 3 to 18 feet below ground surface

e All investigation-derived waste disposed of as non-hazardous Class II waste

e Each well completed in 2' x 2' X 2' concrete vault with traffic-rated cover

Remediation equipment ¢ Two fenced remediation compounds, one in each source area

compounds e 10'x 20" x 0.5 concrete equipment slab for each area; concrete reinforced with
welded wire fabric

e Each compound enclosed with 6-foot chain link fence and two gates

e Total of 20 4-inch bollards for traffic protection around the two treatment
compounds

e New oil-less air compressor for each treatment compound, one !-HP compressor
for western area and one 2-HP compressor for eastern area

e  Vapor extraction systems for each area with moisture knockout, high-level shutoff
switch, and thermal overload; one 2-HP SVE system for western area, and one
5-HP SVE system for eastern area

e Two 1,000-pound granular activated carbon vessels in each treatment compound
(4 carbon vessels total)

e Purchase pre-plumbed valve rack for carbon vessels for each treatment compound
(two total)

¢ All equipment bolted to concrete slab

e Electrical meters, panels with main disconnect and breakers for compressor and
SVE system at each treatment compound

¢ Equipment and compound have no salvage value

Remediation system e 150 feet of trenching for remediation system plumbing for western area, 450 feet

construction for eastern area (600 feet total)

o  Utilities to each well include electrical conduit for 1/3-HP in-well recirculation
pump, ¥2-inch air supply line for in-well sparging, and 2-inch PVC vapor extraction
pipe to each remediation well

o Accelerated Remediation Technologies, LLC, provides in-well equipment only, and
constructs proprietary Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system in each remediation
well :
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Table C-1 (continued):

ALTERNATIVE 7 - DYNAMIC CIRCULATION SOURCE AREA TREATMENT, MNA, AND ICs
(continued)

Components Assumptions

Remediation system e  Vapor phase carbon changeouts: Assume alt four 1,000-pound vessels
startup and 1-year changed twice, once at four months, once at eight months (actual changeout
operation frequency would be based on PID measurements; see Field analysis below)

e  Groundwater monitoring well sampling:
-~ sampling conducted for eight existing monitoring wells
— sampling conducted before startup, then monthly for 6 months,
then quarterly for 1.5 years (including 1 year of
postremediation monitoring)
~ samples analyzed for VOCs only

- 20% QA/QC samples
— field parameters for each groundwater monitoring event
include pH, conductivity, DO, and ORP

e Field analysis (groundwater and extracted soil vapor):
-~ PID readings of influent, intermediate, and effluent for each
SVE system daily for first month then weekly for 1 year

- DO and ORP readings daily for first week, then weekly for
remainder of first month, then monthly

—  vapor flow and temperature readings with electronic
anemometer each site visit (daily for first month, then weekly

for 1 year)

s Laboratory analysis (soil vapor):
— total of 32 samples for U.S. EPA Method TO15 (VOCs)

—  20% QA/QC samples

Groundwater sampling | ®  First two years of groundwater monitoring are described above.
and analyses for MNA 1o  Annual sampling for six wells for years 3 through 20.
e Annual sampling for four wells for years 21 through 55.
¢  Field analysis:
— disposable test kits: ferrous iron
— rented equipment: conductivity, temperature, pH, ORP, DO

o Laboratory analysis (all parameters):
~  dissolved gases (GC/FID)
— alkalinity (U.S. EPA Method 310.1)
—~  major anions (U.S. EPA Method 300)
~ major cations (U.S. EPA Method 6010)
— total organic carbon (U.S. EPA Method 415.1)
— total dissolved solids (U.S. EPA Method 160.1)
- VOCs (U.S. EPA Method 8260B)
- 20% QA/QC samples

¢ Annual monitoring reports

Review reports e Every 5 years
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Table C-1 (continued)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
BIOCHLOR — BIOCHLOR Natural Attenuation Decision Support System

DNA — deoxyribonucleic acid

DO - dissolved oxygen

FID ~ flame ionization detector

GC -~ gas chromatography

HRC - Hydrogen Release Compound

IC — institutional control

ISCO — in situ chemical oxidation

ISOTEC - In-Situ Oxidative Technologies, inc.

MNA — monitored natural attenuation

ORP - oxidation-reduction potential

PCR - polymerase chain reaction

PVC - polyvinyl chloride

QA - quality assurance

QC — quality control

SVE - soil vapor extraction

TRFLP — terminal restriction fragment length polymorphism
U.S. EPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC - volatite organic compound
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Table C-2
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 3 - MNA and ICs

Cost

Description (dollars)

Remedial design costs®
Remedial design 80,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 152,000

O&M costs”

ICs (70 years) 700,000
Long-term monitoring (70 years) 1,164,000
S-year reviews 280,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 doHars) 2,144,000
Contingency (20 percent) 459,000
TOTAL COST 2,755,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 1,407,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)

® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
0O&M - operation and maintenance
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Table C-3
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 4A — ISB Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description (doHars)
Remedial design costs”
Remedial design 100,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 172,000
Capital costs”
ISB aquifer amendments (HRC) 210,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 210,000
O&M costs®
ICs (60 years) 600,000
Long-term monitoring {60 years) 1,300,000
5-year reviews 240,000
Total O&M (based on 2005 dollars) 2,140,000
Contingency (20 percent) 504,000
TOTAL COST 3,026,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 1,962,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs {overhead, profit)
®  discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
HRC - Hydrogen Release Compound
IC ~ institutional control
ISB - in situ bioremediation
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M — operation and maintenance
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Table C-4
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 6A ~ ISCO Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description (dollars)
Remedial design costs
Remedial design 100,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 172,000
Capital costs®
ISCO treatment 289,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 289,000
O&M costs®
ICs (45 years) 450,000
Long-term monitoring (45 years) 760,000
5-year review 180,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,390,000
Contingency (20 percent) 370,000
TOTAL COST 2,221,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)° 1,532,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
ISCO - in situ chemical oxidation
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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Table C-5
Cost Estimate Summary for

Alternative 6B - Sitewide ISCO Treatment and Groundwater Confirmation Sampling

Cost
Description (dollars)
Remedial design costs®
Remedial design 200,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 200,000
Capital costs®
ISCO treatment 1,247,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,247,000
O&M costs®
Groundwater confirmation sampling (3 years) 234,000
Annual report 10,000
Closeout report 50,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 294,000
Contingency (20 percent) 348,000
TOTAL COST 2,089,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)® 2,050,000

Note:
2 includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ISCO - in situ chemical oxidation
O&M — operation and maintenance

page 1 of 1

03/21/06 11:14 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\appendix c\table ¢-5.doc




Table C-6
Cost Estimate Summary for
Alternative 7 — Dynamic Circulation Source Area Treatment, MNA, and ICs

Cost
Description (dollars)
Remedial design costs®
Remedial design 200,000
IC implementation plan 72,000
Total remedial design costs (based on 2005 dollars) 272,000
Capital costs’
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system (east) 166,000
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system (west) 111,000
Trenching for system piping 19,000
Remediation wells 21,000
Electrical power 39,000
Total capital costs (based on 2005 dollars) 356,000
O&M costs®
Dynamic Subsurface Circulation system 133,000
ICs (55 years) 550,000
Long-term monitoring (55 years) 999,000
S-year reviews 220,000
Total O&M costs (based on 2005 dollars) 1,902,000
Contingency (20 percent) 506,000
TOTAL COST 3,036,000
COMPARATIVE PRESENT VALUE COST (based on 2005 dollars)” 2,082,000
Note:

? includes indirect costs (overhead, profit)
® discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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Table C-7
Summary of Cost Estimates for IR Site 27 Remedial Alternatives

Duration Remedial Net
of Design Capital Total Present

Alternative Alternative Cost Cost O&M Cost Cost Value*
Alternative 3 — MNA and 70 years $152,000 $0 $2,144,000  $2,755,000 $1,407,000
ICs
Alternative 4A — ISB 60 years $172,000 $210,000 $2,140,000  $3,026,000 $1,962,000
source area treatment,
MNA, and ICs
Alternative 6A — ISCO 45 years $172,000 $289,000 $1,390,000  $2,221,000 $1,532,000
source area treatment,
MNA, and ICs
Alternative 6B — sitewide 3 years $200,000  $1,247.000 $294,000 $2,089,000 $2,050,000
ISCO treatment and
groundwater confirmation
sampling
Alternative 7 ~ dynamic 55 years $272,000 $356,000 $1,902,000 $3,036,000 $2,082,000
circulation source area
treatment, MNA, and ICs

Note:

* discount rate of 3.1 percent per year was used to calculate net present value

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IC — institutional control
{SB — in situ bioremediation
1SCO — in situ chemical oxidation
MNA — monitored natural attenuation
O&M - operation and maintenance
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1.

It is unclear how the active remedies will address the shoreline groundwater, if at
all. The bulkhead that runs through Site 27 is a key factor in dividing the salty,
high TDS shoreline groundwater from the inland potential drinking water source
quality groundwater. Therefore the bulkhead should be a component of the iniand
and the shoreline groundwater remedies.

Response to General Comment 1.

Comment noted. Because of TDS values greater than 3,000 mg/L. and
proximity to Seaplane Lagoon, shoreline groundwater would be classified as
Class I, as described in Section 2.4.6 of the FS Report; therefore, the Navy
does not consider MCLs to be ARARs for shoreline groundwater. The

following text has been added to the descriptions of each active alternative
in Section 6:

“Recent groundwater monitoring results indicate that VOCs in shoreline
groundwater have attenuated to concentrations below RAOs. Therefore, no
further action is proposed for shoreline groundwater. Sitewide groundwater
monitoring (including selected shoreline wells as appropriate) would be
conducted under Alternatives 3, 4A, 6A, and 7 to monitor the performance
of the selected remedy for inland groundwater.”

Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 2 for a detailed response
regarding the bulkhead as a component of the remedy.

General Comment 2.

The alternative that evaluates ICs alone does not pass the threshold criteria for
meeting ARARs, (MCLs), and should be eliminated from any evaluation.

Response to General Comment 2.

Comment noted. Alternative 2 has been eliminated from further consideration in
Section 5. Alternative 2 has been deleted from Sections 6 and 7. The first two
sentences in the last paragraph in Section 5 have been revised as follows:

“As shown in Table 5-2, Alternatives 2, 4B, 5, and 8 have been eliminated from
further consideration. Alternative 2 has been eliminated based on low

effectiveness, because no means would be provided to assess whether RAOs are
achieved.”
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 3.

All alternatives appear unreasonably long in duration with the exception of
Alternative 6B. In this FS, the evaluation of the short term effectiveness criterion

focuses almost exclusively on risks to workers and residents during implementation

of the remedy, but fails to also evaluate the short term effectiveness based on the
duration of the remedy before RAOs are achieved. All alternatives, with the
exception of 6B, rate poorly in this respect.

Response to General Comment 3.

Regarding the rankings of alternatives under the criterion of short-term
effectiveness, it is the Navy’s opinion that the ranking of alternatives in the FS is
consistent with the NCP. In 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(9)(ili)(E)(4), one of the
subcriteria for short-term effectiveness is “time until protection is achieved”
(emphasis added). The Navy interprets this to mean the time required to achieve
short-term protection, not the end point of an MNA process (achievement of
RAO:s). AtIR Site 27, the Navy’s interpretation is that alternatives with ICs that
prohibit domestic use of groundwater achieve short-term protection when the ICs
are instituted. Alternative 6B does not include ICs; the short-term protection is
achieved with groundwater treatment, which also achieves RAOs.

General Comment 4.

In analyzing cost, we recommend that the Navy consider the total cost as well as
the net present value. For example, the total cost for Alterative 0A is higher than
Alternative 6B, but that does not appear to be included in the analysis.

Response to General Comment 4.

The duration of MNA for Alternatives 3, 4A and 6A is based on the highest
historically observed concentrations and conservative BIOCHLOR modeling

assumptions. The actual duration of MNA for these alternatives is expected to
be considerably shorter.

The NCP states the following regarding the cost criterion (40 C.F.R.

§ 300.430[e][9HG]):

“The types of costs that shall be assessed include the following: (1) Capital
costs, including both direct and indirect costs; (2) Annual operation and

maintenance costs; and (3) Net present value of capital and O&M costs.”
Therefore, total cost is not evaluated.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Executive Summary

Specific Comment 1.

Page ES-1, third paragraph, second sentence: It was EPA’s understanding that
data gap sampling for PCBs in the electrical substation and for VOCs and
metals in soil and groundwater beneath the OWSs would also be included as
part of the FS and the RD for Site 27. Please include these items in this section.

Response to Specific Comment 1.

Comment noted. Please refer to the response to DTSC-GSU Specific
Comment 2.

Specific Comment 2.

Page ES-2, third complete sentence: As stated in General Comment #1, the
continued maintenance of the bulkhead is critical to the implementation of the
remedies for the inland groundwater and for the near shore groundwater.

Response to Specific Comment 2.

The sheet pile bulkhead was installed without any cathodic protection, as
part of the construction of this portion of Alameda Point. The Navy
considers it unlikely that this structure will continue to provide a hydraulic
barrier more than 70 years after its installation. What remains of the
bulkhead may be acting as an unexpected permeable reactive barrier,
providing zero-valent iron for abiotic reduction of chlorinated VOCs.
Concentrations of VOCs have continued to decline, based on a review of
ongoing monitoring program results. Remedial measures for inland
groundwater are included in the active remedies in conjunction with
monitoring (both shoreline and inland). The bulkhead is not considered to
be critical to the implementation of any of the remedies.

Specific Comment 3.

Page ES-2, Remedial Action Objectives: EPA does not agree that the RAOs

should be only to protect existing uses, but that future beneficial uses should
also be evaluated and protected.

Response to Specific Comment 3.

The word *‘existing” has been deleted from the first two bullets under the
Remedial Action Objectives heading in the Executive Summary and in
Section 3.

Specific Comment 4.

Page ES-3, third paragraph, second sentence: It is unclear what is meant by

this sentence. Would ICs be necessary until MCLs are met? Please revise the
wording.

Response to Specific Comment 4.

Comment noted. The referenced sentence has been deleted. This
paragraph has been revised to read as follows: “It is unlikely that future
site occupants would extract groundwater for beneficial use at IR Site
27. However, for the purposes of this CERCLA cleanup, MCLs are
potential ARARSs for inland groundwater.”
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446
Comments from U.S. EPA. 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 5.

Page ES-4, Alternative 2: ICs cannot be modeled and would need to be in
effect in perpetuity. What is really being discussed here is MNA which is

Alternative 3. Please see General Comment #2 and delete Alternative 2 from
the document.

Response to Specific Comment 5.

Comment noted. Alternative 2 has been screened out, as described in
the response to General Comment 2.

Specific Comment 6.

Page ES-5, Alternative 6B: The duration for this alternative is missing from
the description. The duration has been given for all other alternatives.

Response to Specific Comment 6.

The last sentence under Alternative 6B in the Executive Summary has
been replaced with the following: “The assunfed duration for
Alternative 6B is 3 years. This includes an assumed 25-day treatment
period followed by 3 years of groundwater confirmation sampling to
document post-ISCO-treatment VOC concentrations in groundwater.”

Specific Comment 7.

Page ES-6, second to last paragraph, last sentence: Please note that
Alternative 2 does not satisfy the threshold criteria for compliance with
ARARSs and so is ineligible for selection. It should not be carried through the
comparison with the other alternative.

Response to Specific Comment 7.

Comment noted. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

SECTION 1

Specific Comment 8.

Section 1.1, Purpose, Page 1-1: The purpose of the Regulatory Agencies is
not to review documents and provide comments as stated in the last paragraph
on this page, but to provide regulatory oversight to ensure protection of
human health and the environment. Please revise the last sentence to provide
a more accurate description of the role of the Regulatory Agencies.

Response to Specific Comment 8.
This sentence has been revised to read:

“...(RWQCB) for comment as part of the CERCLA process.”
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DRAFT RESPONSE 1 v COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 9.

Page 1-1, Section 1.1, first paragraph, third sentence: Please add a sentence
after this one that states that data gap sampling to determine whether PCBs
are present will be conducted post-FS.

Response to Specific Comment 9.

The following sentence has been added after the third sentence in
Section 1.1:

“Data gap sampling will be conducted in the vicinity of two oil/water
separators at IR Site 27 and in the washdown area, as part of the
remedial design process, as discussed in the RI Report.”

Specific Comment 10.

Section 1.1, Purpose, Page 1-2: The date Alameda Point was placed on the
National Priorities List (NPL) is not included. Please include the data
Alameda Point was placed on the NPL.

Response to Specific Comment 10.
The date of listing on the NPL (July 1999) has been added to the first
paragraph on page 1-2 as follows:

“Alameda Point was added to the U.S. EPA National Priorities List
(ID number . . .) in July 1999.”

SECTION 2

Specific Comment 11.

Section 2.3, Remedial Investigation and Other Relevant Investigations and
Activities, Page 2-5: The text of the fourth bullet states that additional
characterization at oil water separators (OWSs) OWS-166A and OWS-166B
was recommended in the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report, but EPA
comments also requested soil and groundwater sampling in the vicinity of
OWS-601. The fact that there is no OWS at present in Building 601 is not
sufficient to evaluate whether contaminants were released from this OWS.

Please revise the FS to include soil and groundwater sampling in the vicinity
of and beneath former OWS-601.

Response to Specific Comment 11.

OWS 601 was installed above the ground around 1980, as described in
Section 1.3.3 of the final RI Report. This unit has been closed and no
further action is required (BEI 2005). The Navy will prepare an NFA
recommendation letter regarding OWS-601 for DTSC concurrence. The
following sentence has been added to the fourth bullet on page 2-5:

“OWS-601 was an aboveground OWS inside Building 601 that has been
closed; no further action is required.”

Specific Comment 12.

Page 2-12, second full sentence: We question the purpose of this sentence

since the groundwater clearly meets the definition of a Class II aquifer and
will be cleaned to MCLs.

Response to Specific Comment 12.

The referenced sentence points out that drinking water supply wells are
not likely to be installed at IR Site 27. The sentence does not affect the
determination of MCLs as ARARs for inland groundwater.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 13.

Section 2.5.2, Analytical Results from Soil Samples, Page 2-13: The text of
the second bullet indicates that the maximum detected concentration of
benzene in soil was 600 micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg), but according to

the RI Report, the maximum concentration of benzene was 660 ug/kg. Please
resolve this discrepancy.

Response to Specific Comment 13,

The typographical error in the second bullet has been corrected to indicate
that 660 pg/kg is the maximum detected concentration of benzene in soil.

Specific Comment 14,

Page 2-14, fifth bullet: The fact that arsenic is above MCLs will need to be
addressed as part of the remedial action. Background for arsenic is around 3
ug/l, well below the federal MCL, so the arsenic present in the groundwater at
Site 27 is due to site activities and an RAO of 10ug/l must therefore be set for
the arsenic. The Navy believes that remediating the VOC plumes will serve
to reduce arsenic concentrations. Nonetheless, an RAO for arsenic must still
be included as part the evaluation of remedial alternatives, and as a
performance measure for remedy effectiveness.

Response to Specific Comment 14.

Arsenic concentrations (maximum 23.9 pg/L) in inland groundwater
exceeded the MCL of 10 ug/L. Arsenic has been added to Table 3-1 as a
COC for inland groundwater with an RAO of 10 pg/L. Arsenic
concentrations in shoreline groundwater do not exceed surface water

comparison criteria, so arsenic is not considered a COC for shoreline
groundwater.

Please refer also to the response to DTSC-OMF and HERD General
Comment 1.

Specific Comment 15.

Section 2.5.3, Analytical Results from Groundwater Samples, Page 2-14: The
text identifies only 5 VOCs at concentrations above the maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs), but 8 VOCs were identified in the RI Report as
exceeding the MCLs. In addition to the VOC:s listed in bullets 3 and 4,
benzene, PCE, and 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) also exceeded their
respective MCLs. Please revise the FS to state that concentrations of
benzene, PCE, and 1,1-DCA also exceeded MClLs.

Response to Specific Comment 15.

To account for benzene, §,1-DCA, and PCE, which exceeded MCLs
only in shoreline wells, a third bullet under “...shoreline wells...” in
Section 2.5.3 has been added as follows:

e “five chlorinated VOCs (1,1-DCA,; cis-1,2-DCE; PCE; TCE;
and vinyl chloride) and one fuel-related VOC (benzene) at
concentrations exceeding MCLs; however, due to high TDS in
groundwater at the shoreline, MCLs are not applicable comparison
criteria for shoreline groundwater”
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 16.

Section 2.5.3.1, Shoreline Wells, Pages 2-14 and 2-15: The text states that
the concentration of arsenic in groundwater did not exceed the California
Toxics Rule (CTR), but the maximum concentration of arsenic (38
milligrams per liter [mg/1]) did exceed the CTR saltwater continuous
concentration criterion of 36 mg/1). There are no CTR criteria for beryllium,
iron, and molybdenum, so it is not correct to state that they did not exceed the
CTR criteria. In addition, the concentration of mercury exceeded the CTR
based on the San Francisco Bay Basin Plan. Please revise the text to state that
arsenic and mercury were detected above CTR criteria and that there are no
CTR criteria for beryllium, iron, and molybdenum.

Response to Specific Comment 16.

The maximum arsenic concentration reported from any well at IR Site 27
was 23.9 ug/l. from inland well 15-MW?3. Therefore, arsenic did not
exceed the CTR comparison criterion for shoreline wells or for any well at

IR Site 27. These data are posted on Figure 4-13 in the RI Report (BEI
2005).

For discussion of the remaining metals reported in groundwater from
shoreline wells, the text has been revised. Section 2.5.3.1, second
paragraph, third and fourth sentences, have been revised as follows:

“Of these five metals, only arsenic and selenium have CTR criteria, and
neither of these metals was reported at concentrations exceeding CTR
criteria in samples from shoreline wells. Five metals (copper, lead,
mercury, nickel, and zinc) were reported at concentrations exceeding CTR
criteria; however, concentrations of these metals were not statistically
different from Alameda Point background concentrations.”

Specific Comment 17.

Page 2-17, first full paragraph, second to last sentence: Like arsenic, MTBE
will need to be addressed as part of the remedial action and the federal MCL
of 13 ug/l must be included as an RAO.

Response to Specific Comment 17.

Samples from four wells (15-MW1, 15-MW2, 15-MW3, and 27MW00) at
IR Site 27 are being analyzed for MTBE as part of the basewide
groundwater monitoring program (BGMP). Since the summer 2002 BGMP
sampling event, 2 of 46 samples have contained concentrations which
exceeded the MCL of 13 ug/L.. In the two most recent monitoring events for
which results are available (spring and summer 2005), none of the eight
samples from the four wells contained MTBE at concentrations above the
MCL (ITSI 2005, 2006). The Navy plans to conduct several additional
monitoring events for MTBE as part of the BGMP. Since MTBE has not
been detected recently at IR Site 27 at concentrations above the MCL, it is
not appropriate to include the MCL for MTBE as an RAO.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-00069/0446
Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 18. Response to Specific Comment 18.

Page 2-21, second sentence after first set of bullets: We continue to think it The second, third, and fourth sentences in the fourth paragraph of
unlikely that Sites 19 and 22 would be potential sources for this groundwater | Section 2.8 have been replaced with the following:
plume since the concentrations at these sites are less than those found at the

LT “A less likely potential source is the migration of a hypothetical slug
plume hot spots within Site 27.

of VOCs released to groundwater upgradient of IR Site 27. VOCs
have been reported in groundwater samples from IR Sites 19 and 22.
However, reported VOC concentrations at these sites do not appear
likely to indicate an off-site source.”

SECTION 4

Specific Comment 19. Response to Specific Comment 19.

Page 4-8, Section 4.3.4.2: Has it been demonstrated that the degradation can | In the shoreline area, a longer monitoring history is available for
continue past VC? This step is critical for MNA to be successfully adopted monitoring wells, and evidence of degradation past VC has been

as a remedial measure. documented. For inland groundwater, the monitoring history is not
sufficient to conclusively document VC degradation. MNA
monitoring continues at IR Site 27; therefore, additional data will be
available for decision makers to assess VC degradation in inland
groundwater prior to the proposed plan and ROD. Please refer to the
response to Specific Comment 28.

Specific Comment 20. Response to Specific Comment 20.
Page 4-13, first bullet: Please clarify how the odor threshold can be lower The odor threshold for hydrogen sulfide in the literature varies from
than the detection limit for hydrogen sulfide gas. 0.0005 to 0.01 parts per million by volume (ppmv). ATSDR reports

an odor threshold of 0.0005 ppmv (ATSDR 2006). Field instruments
are not capable of detecting hydrogen sulfide at this concentration.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 21.

Section 4.3.8 .4, In-Situ Chemical Oxidation, Page 4-19: The text of the third
paragraph implies that interference from competing reactions is not a factor

for Fenton’s reagent, but there are more competing reactions when Fenton’s
reagent is used than there are when potassium permanganate is used. Please

revised this paragraph to clarify that competing reactions occur when
Fenton’s reagent is used.

Response to Specific Comment 21.

Competing reactions are described in the sixth bullet on page 4-20.
The following sentence has been added after the third sentence in the

fifth paragraph under the In-Situ Chemical Oxidation heading in
Section 4.3.8.4:

“Like permanganate, the optimum dose rate for Fenton’s reagent will
depend on the number of competing reactions in the aquifer.”

Specific Comment 22.

Section 4.3.8.4, In-Situ Chemical Oxidation, Pages 4-19 and 4-20: Fire and
explosion can occur when Fenton’s reagent is used in the presence of
flammable vapors in the subsurface. The presence of benzene, pentane,
hexane, and other volatile and flammable petroleum compounds in soil and
groundwater suggests that this potential exists if traditional Fenton’s reagent
is used at Site 27. Discussion of the potential for fire and explosion when
traditional Fenton’s reagent is used will strengthen the case for using
modified Fenton’s reagent. Please revise the text to include a discussion of

the potential for fire and/or explosion and specify that only modified Fenton’s
reagent can be used.

Response to Specific Comment 22.

The following text has been added to the end of the fourth paragraph
under the In-Situ Chemical Oxidation heading in Section 4.3.8.4:

“The presence of hydrocarbons can pose a potential fire and explosion
risk with traditional Fenton’s reagent chemistry. At IR Site 27,
hydrocarbons have been reported in soil and groundwater. The use of
modified Fenton’s chemistry would pose a lesser risk of fire or
explosion because of the lower temperature produced in the aquifer.”

SECTION 5§

Specific Comment 23.
Page 5-2, Section 5.1.2: Please delete this altermnative from consideration.

Response to Specific Comment 23.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please see the response to General Comment 2.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0O-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 24.

Section 5.1.5, Alternative 4B - Sitewide ISB Treatment, MNA, and ICs, Page
5-4 and Figure 5-1, Assumed Treatment Approach for Alternative 4B: Based
on Figure 5-1, one of the two hot spot areas would not be treated, so it is not
evident that this alternative would be implemented across the entire site as

stated in the text. Please revise Figure 5-1 to include the injection points
within the hot spots.

Response to Specific Comment 24.

Alternative 4B includes the same hot spot treatment described under
Alternative 4A, followed by (or concurrent with) installation of the
seven treatment barriers. To clarify this point, the 128 source area
injection points have been added to Figure 5-1.

Specific Comment 25,

Section 5.1.7, Alternative 6A, Page 5-5: The number of injection points is not

specified as it is for the other alternatives. Please specify the number of
injection points.

Response to Specific Comment 25.

The following text has been inserted before the last sentence in the
first paragraph in Section 5.1.7:

“Alternative 6A would employ an estimated 43 injection points in the
western treatment area, and 57 injection points in the eastern treatment
area, for an estimated total of 100 injection points.”

Specific Comment 26.

Page 5-7, Section 5.2: Please delete the second bullet on this page. Also,
the reasons for eliminating Alternative 4B appear to be cost alone since

Alternative 6B was retained and has even more injection points (570)
than 4B.

Response to Specific Comment 26.

Alternative 2 has been included and screened out in Section 5, as
described in the response to General Comment 2. The second bullet
has been deleted. The following text has replaced the rationale for the
elimination of Alternative 4B in the last paragraph of Section 5.2:

“Alternative 4B was eliminated, based on a comparison with other
alternatives. Alternative 4B has higher costs than Alternative 6B, a longer
duration (an assumed 5 years of MNA), and a need for ICs.”

Specific Comment 27.

Section 5.2, Screening of Remedial Alternatives, Pages 5-7 and 5-8, and
Table 5-2, Screening Results for Remedial Alternatives: The statement that
Alternative 8 was eliminated because it is difficult to inject zero-valent iron
(ZV]) into shallow groundwater is unsupported. ZVI has been injected into
shallow groundwater at Hunters Point Shipyard and other alternatives require

Response to Specific Comment 27,

The ZVI process involves a slurry injection into the aquifer. This
injection process must occur at a pressure sufficient to create fractures
in the soil matrix. Based on a recent conversation with a ZVI vendor,
ZVI injection into shallow groundwater at IR Site 27 is not advisable.
The vendor recommended physical mixing (blending) with an
excavator or similar means instead. This additional justification for
screening out ZVI has replaced the last sentence in Section 5.2:
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DRAFT RESPONSE "1 U COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 27 (continued).

injection into shallow groundwater. Further, the ZVI injection pressure can
be adjusted. Alternative 8 should be retained unless further justification is

provided. In addition, Alternative 4B was eliminated because it was deemed

difficult to implement 440 injection borings, but Alternative 6B, which
involves 570 injection borings and a second round of up to 285 injection
borings was retained. Please retain Alternative 8 or provide better

justification for eliminating it. Please also retain alternative 4B or provide a
better explanation for its elimination.

Response to Specific Comment 27 (continued).

“Alternative 8 was eliminated because of the difficulty in injecting ZV1

slurry into shallow groundwater (6 feet bgs) with coarse-grained soils
(ARS 2006).”

The screening discussion and rationale for rejection of Alternative 4B has
been revised to include additional reasons for its elimination in the fourth
paragraph of Section 5.2 as follows:

“Alternative 4B was eliminated based on comparison with other
alternatives. Alternative 4B has higher costs than Alternative 6B, a longer
duration (an assumed 5 years of MNA), and a need for ICs.”

Specific Comment 28.

Table 5-2: Please eliminate Alternative 2. What is being evaluated in this
table under Alternative 2 is really MNA which is Alternative 3. In addition,
please remove phrases such as “MINA would continue at the site, based on
lines of evidence.” The lines of evidence have not been established, as
acknowledged on page 4-6, so it is unknown whether MNA is occurring, or
continuing, and certainly this factor counts against selecting MNA as a
remedial alternative.

Response to Specific Comment 28.

Discussions about declining VOC concentrations, MNA, and the
BIOCHLOR model have been deleted from Section 5.1.2. The sixth
sentence in the first paragraph, and the entire third paragraph of Section
5.1.2, have been deleted. The second paragraph has been moved to
Section 5.1.3. The following sentence has been added to the end of the
first paragraph of Section 5.1.2:

“ICs would have an assumed duration of 70 years.”

The Navy believes that sufficient evidence is available in the final RI Report
and basewide groundwater monitoring program results to conclude that
natural attenuation is occurring. Additional site-specific discussion and data
regarding lines of evidence have been added to Section 4.3.4.1. Please refer
to Attachment 1* for the text of the revised Section 4.3.4.1, including two
new figures and a new table.

* the contents of this attachment have been incorporated into the draft final
Feasibility Study Report, and are therefore not reproduced here
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
SECTION 6
Specific Comment 29.

Page 6-1, second paragraph, second sentence: Please revise to state “Natural
attenuation processes may be reducing some VOC concentrations in
groundwater...”

Response to Specific Comment 29.

Two sentences in the second paragraph have been replaced with the
following text:

*“Under the BGMP, the Navy is currently collecting analytical data for
natural attenuation parameters for IR Site 27, as discussed in Section
4.3.4.1. Based on the interpretation of these results, natural
attenuation processes have reduced VOC concentrations at the site,
and continued reduction is expected to occur. No other remedial
actions have taken place for VOCs in groundwater at IR Site 27.”

Specific Comment 30.

Page 64, Section 6.1.5, last bullet: The duration period to achieve RAOs has
not been sufficiently evaluated in comparing the alternatives. All alternatives
except Alternative 6B take in excess of 30 years to achieve RAOs and so
should rate poorly in meeting the short term effectiveness criterion.

Response to Specific Comment 30.

The word “RAOs” in the last bullet on page 6-4 (Section 6.1.5) has
been replaced with “protection” to be consistent with NCP language.
Please refer to the response to General Comment 3 regarding short-
term effectiveness.

Specific Comment 31.

Page 6-6, Section 6.3.1.1: The groundwater footprint subject to ICs
prohibiting extraction of groundwater would need to be larger than depicted
on Figure 6-1. It would be necessary to ensure that no wells are located
outside the plume area that could potentially draw the contaminated
groundwater beyond the plume boundaries.

Response to Specific Comment 31.

The footprint shown on Figure 6-1 of the draft FS Report indicates the
extent of inland groundwater exceeding MCLs, based on Hydropunch
data. For FS purposes, it has been assumed that no domestic wells
will be permitted in this area at IR Site 27. Chemical concentrations
in groundwater from shallow (10 feet bgs) Hydropunch samples near
the edge of the footprint are at or near MCLs, and deeper groundwater
that is likely to be extracted is presumed to contain concentrations
below MCLs. Assuming that any domestic well would have a sanitary
seal of at least 20 feet, the footprint shown should be protective for FS
purposes. Details of the groundwater ICs will be developed in the
remedial design stage.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON

DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 32.

Page 6-7, Section 6.3.1.2: EPA would require at a minimum annual reviews

and reports of the effectiveness of the ICs for all remedies. The additional cost
associated with annual reporting, rather than the five year reporting period used
in the document, should be factored into all remedies with ICs as a component.

Response to Specific Comment 32,

Alternatives with an IC component include annual IC maintenance and
reporting costs of $10,000 per year. The specific activities associated with
IC maintenance would be established in the remedial design stage.

Specific Comment 33.

Section 6.3 1.2, Periodic Reviews, Page 6-7; Section 6.3.2.5, Short-Term
Effectiveness, Page 6-8; and Section 6.3.2.7, Cost, Page 6-8: It is not
appropriate to assume that ICs would only be in place for 70 years. Since
groundwater monitoring is not included in Alternative 2, it cannot be
assumed that attenuation is occurring, attenuation cannot be verified, and ICs
must remain in place for perpetuity.

Response to Specific Comment 33.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

Specific Comment 34.

Page 6-7, Section 6.3.2.2: The logic used in this section is in error in that
apparently only action-specific ARARs have been evaluated here. The
alternatives have to comply with all ARARs (in this case MCLs).

Response to Specific Comment 34.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

Specific Comment 35.

Page 6-8, Section 6.3.2.4: Please remove this section, and the entire
Alternative 2. What is being evaluated here is MNA. Further, statements
such as “passive treatment of chlorinated VOCs through natural processes
would continue to occur” are unsubstantiated and should be deleted.

Response to Specific Comment 35.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2
and Specific Comment 28.

Specific Comment 36.

Page 6-9, Section 6.4.1, third bullet: There cannot be an upward vertical
hydraulic gradient at this site and therefore this claim cannot be used as a
reason for not considering protection of the deeper aquifer necessary. (See

my comment with regard to Site 9 and the Navy’s subsequent deletion of this
claim).

Response to Specific Comment 36.

The phrase in the third bullet in Section 6.4.1 (now Section 6.3.1)
referring to an upward vertical hydraulic gradient has been deleted.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 37.

Section 6.4.1.1, Monitoring Program Design For MNA, Page 6-10: The FS
states that groundwater will be sampled from eight wells, but it is not clear if
additional wells are proposed or if the monitoring program design includes
only the existing wells. Furthermore, it is not clear that the existing wells at
IR Site 27 are adequate to monitor the migration and attenuation of the
volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Areas to the north and south of the main
axis of the plume are not covered by the existing monitoring network. Please
revise the monitoring alternatives in the FS to include additional wells to

monitor these areas, or clarify why additional wells were deemed
unnecessary.

Response to Specific Comment 37.

If additional monitoring wells are needed, the number, location and
placement of these wells will be developed at the remedial design
stage. For the purposes of this FS Report, additional monitoring wells
do not have a significant impact on the comparative analysis of
alternatives.

Specific Comment 38.

Section 6.5.1, Description of Alternative (4A), Page 6-12 and Section 6.6.1.1,
In-Situ Chemical Oxidation, Page 6-17: Since amendments will be injected
into the subsurface, it is possible that portions of the plume will be displaced,
but there are no monitoring wells north and south of the main axis of the
plume to monitor displacement. Please revise these alternatives to include
installation of additional wells to monitor potential plume displacement.

Response to Specific Comment 38.

Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 37 regarding
additional wells. New and existing wells can be used to monitor
plume displacement. While the actual dose rates will be determined in
the remedial design, additional details about the assumed injection
volumes and possible plume migration have been included in
discussions of Alternatives 4A, 6A and 6B in Section 6.

The following sentence has been added to the first paragraph in

‘Section 6.5.1.1 (now Section 6.4.1.1): “The assumed dose rate for

HRC is 120 pounds per injection point.”

The following text has been added to the first paragraph in Sections
6.5.1.1 and 6.6.1.1: “The assumed dose rate for ISCO is 300 gallons
per injection point. Measures to minimize possible plume migration
during injection would be developed in the remedial design stage.”

372172006 11:17:56 AM Iw k:\word processing\reports\cto-069\site 27\fs\draft final\appendix d\i-rte_epa.doc

page 14 nf 24




DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

[ RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 39.

Page 6-13, first two bullets: EPA questions the intent of these two bullets.
Firstly, hydropunch data yields discrete, rather than average, concentrations
and the mode! should use the highest concentration values to determine the
duration of clean up. Secondly, MCLs are ARARSs and should be used as the
end point calculation for plume clean up. It is not conservative but, rather,
required. We are also confused by the sentence immediately following the

bullets and would like an explanation of why ICs would be released prior to
achieving ARARs.

Response to Specific Comment 39.

The BIOCHLOR model utilized the highest concentrations from the
Hydropunch values in predicting the duration of MNA. The second and
third paragraphs (including the bullets) in Section 6.5.1 (now Section
6.4.1) have been deleted (including the reference to the release of ICs) and
replaced with the following:

“BIOCHLOR model simulations (Appendix B) performed for this
alternative indicate that VOC concentrations should attenuate to RAOs
within 60 years after source area treatment. This model is conservative
because it is based on the highest VOC concentrations observed at IR Site
27. However, the BIOCHLOR modeling result of 60 years is adequate for
comparison purposes. The assumed end point (i.e., MCLs) may be
achieved sooner, in which case the ICs would be discontinued.”

Specific Comment 40.

Page 6-17, Section 6.6.1: See above comment.

Response to Specific Comment 40.

The same change and revision described in the response to Specific
Comment 39 has been made in the appropriate sections throughout the
text of the FS Report.

Specific Comment 41.

Section 6.7.1.3, Closeout Report, Page 6-22: The text states that a periodic
review would not be required because Alternative 6B has a duration of 2
years, but a Five-Year Review is still required, in addition to the closeout
report. In addition, some monitoring beyond the two year period would

probably be required to verify that there is no rebound in VOC
concentrations.

Response to Specific Comment 41.

The following clarification has been added to the text of Section 6.7.1.3
(now Section 6.6.1.3) regarding the need for a 5-year review (italics
indicate added text): “Because ISCO treatment is assumed to reduce
VOC concentrations to levels below RAOs within 6 months, and
Alternative 6B has a duration of only 3 years, periodic reviews would not
need to be performed every 5 years...”

One annual groundwater monitoring event at year 3 has also been added to
the groundwater confirmation sampling program for Alternative 6B.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 42,

Page 6-23, Section 6.7.2.5: The correct logic is applied in this section in

evaluating short term effectiveness. The the same logic should be applied to
all other altematives.

Response to Specific Comment 42.

Altemnative 6B is the only alternative that does not include ICs; the
short-term protection is achieved with sitewide ISCO treatment. Please
refer to the response to General Comment 3.

Specific Comment 43.

Section 6.8.1.1, Remediation System Construction, Page 6-24: Granular
activated carbon (GAC) is not effective for treating vinyl chloride, which is
present in groundwater at this site. Since detection of vinyl chloride would be
interpreted as break-through, GAC wouid likely be changed out frequently,
which would add to the cost of this alternative. Please revise this alternative
to propose treatment that would remove vinyl chloride.

Response to Specific Comment 43.

The Navy acknowledges that granular activated carbon has a lower
affinity for vinyl chloride than other chlorinated VOCs. However,
based on the low concentrations of vinyl chloride in soil gas and
groundwater, granular activated carbon is assumed to be adequate for
FS purposes. Daily monitoring is assumed to be conducted for the

first month, followed by weekly monitoring to track carbon vessel
consumption.

Specific Comment 44.

Figure 6-1, Assumed Extent of Institutional Controls: The extent of
institutional controls (ICs) as shown on this figure, appear to extend to exactly
the limits of the VOC plume. It appears that if domestic use of groundwater
is allowed outside this boundary, wells could be placed close enough to the
plume to draw contaminants. Please revise the extent of ICs to provide an

adequate buffer to be protective if wells were to be installed just outside the
boundary.

Response to Specific Comment 44.
Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 31.

SECTION 7

Specific Comment 45.

Page 7-2, Section 7.2: Please remove Alternative 2 from this list since it does
not comply with ARARs.

Response to Specific Comment 45.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.
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DRAFT RESPONSE ‘1 v COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 46.

Page 7-3, Section 7.3, last paragraph: Alternatives 4A and 6A, taking 45 and

55 years respectively to achieve RAOs, do not appear to significantly shorten
the IC time frame.

Response to Specific Comment 46.

The BIOCHLOR model used the highest observed VOC
concentrations at IR Site 27 to calculate durations for MNA in the two
plume areas for comparison purposes. The actual time to reach RAOs
may be shorter because of the conservative nature of this model.

Specific Comment 47.

Page 7-4, Section 7.5: Alternative 2 should be removed since it cannot be
shown to achieve RAOs and doesn’t meet ARARs. Alternative 3 takes 70
years to achieve RAOs and so, even though it is easy to implement, it doesn’t

satisfy the short term effectiveness criterion from a duration to reach RAOs
standpoint.

Response to Specific Comment 47.
Please refer to the responses to General Comments 2 and 3.

Specific Comment 48.

Page 7-6, Section 7.10: Please note that Alternative 2 also fails to meet the
threshold criteria.

Response to Specific Comment 48.
Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

Specific Comment 49.

Section 7.7, Cost, Page 7-6: This section and Table 7-1 rank alternatives
according to the magnitude of cost (e.g., low cost ranks low, high cost ranks
high); however, from an FS perspective, low cost is more desirable than high
cost, therefore the rankings should be reversed.

Response to Specific Comment 49.

The rankings have been reversed and explained in Section 7.7 and
Table 7-1.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S. EPA, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

References for Specific Comments:

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. 2006. At
www.atsdc.cde.gov/toxprofiles/tpl 14.htmi.

ATDSR. See Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.

ARS Technologies, Inc. (At www.arstechnologies.com.) 2006. Telephone
conversation between S. Drugan (BEI) and S. Chen (ARS) regarding
ZV1 injection technology applicable at IR Site 27. February 9.

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 200S. Draft Final Remedial Investigation

Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.
July.

BEI. See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.

Innovative Technical Solutions, Inc. 2005. Spring 2005 Alameda
Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Report. Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. July.

. 2006. Telephone conversation between A. Acharya (ITSI) and
M. Dermer (BEI) regarding groundwater monitoring analytical
results from summer 2005. February 23.

ITSI. SeeInnovative Technical Solutions, Inc.
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DRAFT RESPONSE\"l J COMMENTS ON

DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Additional Comment 1.

Page ES-7, last paragraph and Section 7.10, page 7-6, Comparison of rating
of alternatives. The summary comparison of alternatives is not entirely
appropriate at the FS stage; moreover, it is not explained how the comparison
was made. It is also misleading: for example, it suggests there is a major
difference between Alternatives 6A and 6B, apparently without considering
factors such as Alternative 6B’s lower total cost. We recommend omitting
the summary comparison.

Response to Additional Comment 1.

The Navy’s position is that a comparative presentation of the
alternatives is appropriate for review by the agencies and community
at the FS stage, and is required by the NCP (§ 300.430[e][91[i] and
[iii]).

Additional Comment 2.

Page ES-6 indicates that all alternatives except for Alternative 1 (no action)
meet threshold criteria. EPA disagrees. Alternative 2 (ICs) does not meet
ARARSs because MCLs will not be achieved. [Same comment for page 7-2].

Response to Additional Comment 2.
Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

SECTION 3, RAOs

Additional Comment 3.

Page 3-1, general RAQs, first bullet: Please remove the phrase “to the extent
practicable”.

Response to Additional Comment 3.

The phrase “to the extent practicable” has been deleted from the first
bullet on page 3-1.

Additional Comment 4.

Section 3.4, page 3-7, last paragraph, discussion of dilution. EPA is not
convinced that use of a mixing zone/dilution analysis is appropriate to
determine compliance with the CTR numbers that are proposed as RAOs for
the shoreline groundwater. We prefer measuring compliance with CTR
standards at the point where the groundwater discharges to the surface water.

Response to Additional Comment 4.

The Navy has determined that shoreline groundwater already meets the
RAOs before entering the surface water. Therefore, the consideration of
dilution in a mixing zone for IR Site 27 is not necessary, since the surface

water RAOs are already met in groundwater. Please see the response to
RWQCB Specific Comment 7.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

SECTION 5, Development and Screening of Remedial Alternatives

Additional Comment S.

EPA disagrees with retention of the IC remedy since it will not meet ARARs
(MCLs). Additionally, the discussion of the IC remedy relies heavily on
MNA. Since MNA/ICs is presented as a separate alternative, it is
unnecessary to retain the IC remedy.

Response to Additional Comment 5.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5 and deleted from
Sections 6 and 7. Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

Additional Comment 6.

It is not clear whether the alternatives discussed in this chapter are aimed at
the shoreline groundwater as well as the inland groundwater. For example,
Alternative 6B, page 5-5, is described as aggressively treating “the entire IR
Site 27 inland groundwater plume,” but there is no discussion of whether this
alternative would also address the shoreline groundwater.

Response to Additional Comment 6.

Because shoreline groundwater already meets RAQOs, no active
treatment is proposed for this area. Please refer to the response to
General Comment 1.

SECTION 6, Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives

Additional Comment 7.

Section 6.3.1.2, page 6-7, periodic reviews of ICs. EPA does not consider
reviews every five years to be sufficient, and would require at least annual
monitoring to ensure that ICs are being implemented effectively.

Response to Additional Comment 7.
Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 32.

Additional Comment 8.

Section 6.3.2.1, page 6-7, Altemative 2, Overall Protectiveness Criterion. It
is unclear how this criterion addresses the general response objective of
protecting existing beneficial uses of surface water adjacent to IR Site 27.
The same comment applies to other alternatives where there is inadequate
discussion of the shoreline groundwater.

Response to Additional Comment 8.

Please refer to the responses to General Comment 1 and Specific
Comment 3.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Additional Comment 9.

Section 6.3.2.2, page 6-7, Alternative 2, Compliance with ARARs.
Elsewhere in the document, MCLs are included as ARARs for the inland
groundwater. This alternative will not comply with those ARARs.

Response to Additional Comment 9.
Please refer to the response to General Comment 2.

Additional Comment 10.

Section 6.3.2.7, page 6-8. Alternative 2, Cost. The cost would have been
higher to cover monitoring of the ICs at least annually.

Response to Additional Comment 10.

Please refer to the responses to General Comment 2 and Specific
Comment 32.

Additional Comment 11.

Section 6.5.1, page 6-13. EPA disagrees with the statement that the
regulatory agencies may accept a less stringent end point for ICs if sufficient
data are collected to show that attenuation is continuing. 1Cs would need to
continue until MCLs are attained. We have a similar comment for the similar
discussion on page 6-17 and 6-24.

Response to Additional Comment 11.

Reference to the early release of ICs has been deleted from this
section. Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 39.

APPENDIX A, ARARs

Additional Comment 12.

Page A2-7, and Table A2-2, Page 2, ACLs. The Navy should consider the
new OSWER Memorandum 9200.4-39, Use of Alternative Concentration
Limits (ACLs) in Superfund Cleanups, in deciding whether to include ACLs.
EPA also questions why the Navy is including the ACL discussion at all —
specifically, what are the otherwise applicable concentration limits? Does the

Navy consider the CTR requirements to be ARARs for the shoreline
groundwater?

Response to Additional Comment 12.

The referenced OSWER directive is not a potential ARAR. Although the
site does seem to meet the criteria for using CERCLA ACLs as stated in
the cited OSWER memorandum, ACLs are not necessary since it has been
determined that the shoreline groundwater is not a potential drinking water
source where MCLs would be potential ARARs. The text and associated
table of the ARARSs analysis in Appendix A has been revised to include
this determination.

The Navy does not consider CTR requirements as an ARAR for shoreline
groundwater. However, CTR requirements were identified as potential
surface water ARARS since groundwater is flowing toward the surface
water.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Additional Comment 13.

Page A2-13, discussion of dilution. See comment above. Additionally, it is

not appropriate to rely on provisions of the California Ocean Plan, which does
not apply to the Seaplane Lagoon.

Response to Additional Comment 13.

See response to Additional Comment 4 above. Reference to the
Ocean Plan has been removed.

Additional Comment 14.

Page A2-16. It is confusing and inaccurate to refer to the “Policy for
Implementation of Toxic Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed
Bays, and Estuaries of California” as Phase 1 of the Inland Surface Waters
Plan” or as the “Inland Surface Waters Plan,” as the ISWP was a separate
plan that was rescinded by the State Board many years ago in response to a
court ruling. EPA generally refers to the document identified as SWRCB
2000 as the “SIP,” and would suggest something like the “Toxic Standards
SIP” to refer to this document.

Response to Additional Comment 14.

The reference to the SIP has been revised to exclude “Phase 1 of the
Inland Surface Waters Plan” and “Inland Surface Waters Plan.”

Additional Comment 15.

Section. A3.2.4.1, page A3-8, ESA. EPA disagrees with the characterization
of consultation regulations as possible TBCs, because TBCs generally refer to
nonpromulgated or otherwise not legally-enforceable substantive standards or
criteria. EPA nevertheless recommends that consultation regulations be
complied with when appropriate.

Response to Additional Comment 15.

The text has been revised to exclude TBCs from the discussion.
Instead, the guidance has been included as suggested.

Additional Comment 16.

Table A2-2, page 3. It is unclear why surface water ARARSs are included.
We presume it is because the shoreline groundwater may impact surface
water. Please clarify.

Response to Additional Comment 16.

Clarification has been added that surface water ARARs are included
because shoreline groundwater is in contact with surface water, and
groundwater generally flows toward Seaplane Lagoon. The following
sentence has been added after the third sentence in Section A2.1.2:
“Surface water ARARs were evaluated because shoreline groundwater
is in contact with Seaplane Lagoon, and groundwater generally flows
toward the surface water at IR Site 27.”
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DRAFT RESPONSE "1 O COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/04406
Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
Additional Comment 17.

Table A2-2, page 4. It is unclear why water quality standards and effluent
limitations are discussed. Is it anticipated that there will be a discharge to
Seaplane Lagoon? Alternatively, does the Navy consider these requirements

to be potential ARARs triggered by migration of contaminated groundwater
from the shoreline area to Seaplane Lagoon?

Response to Additional Comment 17.

Clarification has been added to the discussion indicating that the
groundwater at IR Site 27 generally flows toward the surface water
and that these requirements were identified for the potential discharge
of groundwater to surface water. No point discharge to Seaplane

Lagoon is being contemplated. Please see the response to Additional
Comment 16.

Additional Comment 18.

Table A2-3, page 1. In the discussion of State MCLs, several are identified in
the “Comments” column as potentially relevant and appropriate, but the
“ARAR Determination” column indicates that they are not an ARAR. This
needs to be changed. EPA agrees that the State MCLs are relevant and
appropriate for the inland groundwater.

Response to Additional Comment 18.

Comment noted. The typographical errors have been corrected. The
mismatched determinations have been revised. The more stringent
MCLs have been identified as relevant and appropriate for the inland
groundwater.

Additional Comment 19.

Table A2-3, page 1. EPA does not consider the sections of the State Water
Code to be ARAR:s, as they are authorizing provisions for the water boards
and do not impose requirements that would be applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the Navy’s CERCLA action. If there are certain requirements
established pursuant to these authorities that may be ARARs, e.g. water

quality objectives, those requirements, and not the authorizing provisions,
should be cited.

Response to Additional Comment 19.

The EPA’s statement on the State Water Code has been added to the
discussion in Section A2.2.1.2 and is referenced in Table A2-3. The
Navy has identified the Water Code sections in the table as enabling
legislation only. The ARARs determination will be revised to indicate
this position. The comments column has been revised to include a
reference to the established requirements pursuant to the State Water
Code in Table A2-3.

Additional Comment 20.

Table A2-3, page 2, Basin Plan. Are beneficial uses other than MUN for
groundwater considered to be potential ARARSs for the shoreline
groundwater?

Response to Additional Comment 20.

Section A2.2.1.2 describes the groundwater beneficial uses for the site as
MUN, AGR, IND and PROC. Other beneficial uses of shoreline
groundwater are therefore considered in this FS Report.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from U.S.EPA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 1/23/2006

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS RESPONSE TO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Additional Comment 21. Response to Additional Comment 21.

Table A2-3, page 3, Resolution 92-49. Does the Navy consider section Gto | The Navy has identified Section G as a source of substantive

be an ARAR? requirements; however, Section G was determined not to be more
stringent than federal ARARSs and therefore is not considered a
potential ARAR.

Additional Comment 22, Response to Additional Comment 22.

Table A2-3, page 3, discussion of the Toxic Standards SIP. Do any of the Alternatives do not contemplate discharges to Seaplane Lagoon or San

remedial alternatives contemplate discharges into Seaplane Lagoon or San Francisco Bay. These standards are included in the ARARs analysis

Francisco Bay? because shoreline groundwater may be migrating toward Seaplane

Lagoon. See response to Additional Comment 17.

Additional Comment 23. Response to Additional Comment 23,

Table A2-3, page 4, Resolution 92-49. It is not necessary to include this The second entry of Resolution 92-49 has been deleted from Table

requirement twice. A2-3 on page 4.

Additional Comment 24. Response to Additional Comment 24,

Table Ad4-1, page 3, staging pile regulations. These regulations have been Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 66264.552(f) refers to the federal requirements

incorporated in California regulations at 22 CCR 66264.552(f). at 40 C.FR. § 264.554. Since it is not more stringent, Cal. Code Regs.
tit. 22, § 66264.552(f) was not identified as a potential ARAR.

Additional Comment 25. Response to Additional Comment 25.

Table A4-1, page 6. Discussion of the regulations on this page is confusing. | Since no on-site source of the groundwater contamination has been
Section 66264.90(c) seems to be an exception to or limit on 66264.117, soit | identified at IR Site 27, the § 66264.117 requirement was determined
seems strange that .117 is not included as an ARAR but .90(c) is. not to be a potential ARAR. However, even though the § 66264.90(c)
requirement references the § 66264.117 requirement, the substantive
provision that requires 3 years of monitoring within compliance was
determined to be relevant and appropriate for the alternatives that
include proposed monitoring for natural attenuation.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU, 1/17/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1.

The FSR addresses the risk pathway associated with the threat to groundwater
only. The text of the FSR indicates the threat from the vapor intrusion pathway is
negligible and does not need to be addressed.

Based on the minimal depth of groundwater at this site, the ESU considers the
vapor intrusion pathway to be a real threat to future site buildings under any
residential land development scenarios.

The ESU recommends a dedicated appendix or inclusion in existing appendices of
more detailed information regarding the evaluation of the indoor vapor intrusion

pathway as opposed to a singular sentence indicating there is no significant threat
from this pathway.

Response to General Comment 1.

Risk associated with the indoor air vapor intrusion pathway was evaluated in
the RI Report as part of the baseline risk assessment. Because MCLs are
identified as potential ARARs for inland groundwater, active treatment,
MNA, and/or ICs will be implemented until VOC concentrations are
reduced to a level at which MCLs are achieved. The Navy considers the use
of MCLs as inland groundwater RAOs to be sufficiently protective for all
exposure pathways at IR Site 27. For clarity, the following additional text
from the final RI Report has been added to the third bullet in Section 2.6
(now the fourth bullet in Section 2.6.2) and replaces the last sentence in this
bullet:

“Based on human-health risk assessment (HHRA) results, inhalation of indoor
air from this pathway represents a total cancer risk of 3 X 10" (U.S. EPA) or

4 x 10 (Cal/EPA), i.., within the risk management range. U.S. EPA cancer
risk based on modeling vapor migration to indoor air was calculated both by
using concentrations of VOCs in groundwater and by using concentrations of
VOCs in soil gas samples, and the results were compared and detailed in
Appendix K of the RI Report (BEI 2005). The U. S. EPA residential indoor air
cancer risks based on soil gas (3 x 10°) are slightly higher than those calculated
using groundwater data (2 X 10%). Site-specific soil physical parameters
collected as input for the Johnson and Ettinger model were found to be virtually
the same as model default values. However, the model-calculated vapor
permeability of 1.10 x 107 square centimeters (cm®) is substantially more
protective than the field-measured permeability of 3.3 x10° cm’. Because the
indoor air concentration was higher (and therefore represents a greater risk) using
the model default calculations, model default values were used rather than site-
specific values.”
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU, 1/17/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 2. .

The FSR indicates the monitored natural attenuation (MNA) treatment technology
is an integral part of a number of treatment alternatives. The duration of the
treatment alternatives containing the MINA option are based on the estimates of the
success of multiple source area treatment technologies (i.e., ISB, ISCO, Dynamic
Source Area Treatment). The duration of the MNA portion of the alternative

following source area treatment is dependent on the concentration of COCs
remaining after source treatment.

In addition, the FSR has used a technology screening model, Biochlor, in
combination with estimates of innovative and emerging treatment technology

effectiveness to develop an overall alternative estimate of freatment duration and
effectiveness, and cost.

The ESU considers the use of a screening model such as Biochlor as a useful tool
in the initial screening of treatment technologies. However, in order to support the
type of analysis required in the detailed analysis of alternatives, the ESU
recommends a more robust model such as Mod Flow in conjunction with
additional site characterization information to provide an acceptable model.

Response to General Comment 2.

IR Site 27 groundwater is currently being sampled and analyzed as part of the
BGMP for MNA parameters as described in the response to U.S. EPA Specific
Comment 29. A discussion of plume stability and MNA parameters has been
added to Section 4.3.4.1. The revised text of Section 4.3.4.1, including two new

figures (Figures 4-1 and 4-3) and one table (Table 4-4), is included herewith as
Attachment 1*.

Regarding use of the BIOCHLOR model, the Navy concurs that it is a
screening tool. The Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable (FRTR)
website described BIOCHLOR as a “natural attenuation screening model
used to assess the feasibility of monitored natural attenuation (MNA) as a
remedial approach for plumes of dissolved-phase chlorinated volatile
organic compounds in groundwater” (FRTR-2004). MODFLOW add-ons
also model natural attenuation, and would likely yield similar results to
BIOCHLOR. There is, however, ample evidence in the data presented in
the RI and BGMP reports that MNA is occurring. BIOCHLOR was used as
the tool to estimate reaction rates in the MNA process for this FS Report.
The Navy considers the BIOCHLOR model sufficient for FS purposes.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 1O COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU, 1/17/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 3.

The ESU considers the proposal to use MNA as a requirement to obtain at a
minimum the following site characterization information necessary to support the
lines of evidence necessary for the choice of MNA as a viable treatment alternative.
This information should be provided to the GSU for review prior to approval of a
final FS. The following information can provide support to show the presence of
the two lines of evidence necessary for the implementation of this remedy :

a. The FSR indicates the plume is considered to be stable, the main line of
evidence. The ESU recommends the FSR contain the information
supporting this assumption in the FSR for GSU review.

b. The FSR provides no physical data to support the presence of a conceptual
model contributing to the success of MNA. A typical MNA alternative
should contain physical data (i.e., Dissolved oxygen, MNA Parameters) that
supports the presence of an anaerobic zone and sufficient electron donors

(i.e., Nitrate, Sulfate). This data would provide the second necessary line of
evidence.

Response to General Comment 3.

Groundwater monitoring results for shoreline groundwater from 1995 to the
present have shown stable and declining VOC concentrations. Groundwater
monitoring results for inland groundwater from 2002 to the present also show
stable and declining VOC concentrations. The presence of cis-1,2-DCE and
vinyl chloride suggest that reductive dechlorination is occurring across the site.
Data for IR Site 27 collected as part of the BGMP include MNA parameters.
These data have been added to Section 4.3.4.1; the revised text of Section

4.3.4.1, along with two new figures and one table, is included herewith as
Attachment 1%,
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU. 1/17/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 4.

The ESU considers the inclusion of an MNA alternative as a requirement to
address the need for an associated contingency plan. Every MNA alternative is
required to contain a contingency plan. This is especially important at this site due
to the uncertainties associated with the MNA alternatives.

The MNA alternative is required to contain provisions for a sentinel well and a
compliance well. The sentinel well, by way of monitoring results, will determine

that the plume was not stable and indicate levels of contamination above target
levels have reached this point.

The compliance well can then be used to execute the contingency plan to contain

the plume such that it can not migrate beyond this point and extracted groundwater
can be adequately treated.

The ESU does not see a cost for additional wells in the MINA alternatives cost
analysis. Therefore , it must assume that the cost for well installation and
subsequent analytical costs are not included in the detailed analysis of alternatives.

The ESU considers the level of uncertainty regarding the effectiveness and
duration of the present alternatives containing MINA as supportive of a treatment
alternative that is not dependent on the implementation of MNA. Failure to resolve
the above issues would appear to support the choice of Alternative 6B, sitewide

ISCO treatment and groundwater confirmation sampling, as the recommended
treatment alternative.

The inclusion of the type of data discussed above or the execution of site specific
treatability studies is recommended by ESU to provide the information necessary to
support the treatment technologies recommended by the FSR

Response to General Comment 4.

Uncertainties associated with MNA alternatives have been addressed in the
response to General Comment 2 above. The Navy is not aware of a requirement
for a contingency plan, nor is the Navy aware of a requirement for a sentinel well
and a compliance well. The details of an MNA program (if an alternative is
selected that involves MNA) would be developed during the remedial design
stage.

The assumed duration of MNA is based on conservative modeling assumptions;
therefore, the actual time required to achieve MCLs is likely to be shorter.
Additional MNA data are being collected as part of the BGMP. These additional
data will be available for decision makers during the proposed plan stage.
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DRAFT RESPONSE& 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU, 1/17/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 1.

The FSR indicates that vertical migration of contamination is prevented by the
presence of a difference in density between underlying saltwater and contaminated
groundwater. The ESU recommends the submission for review by GSU of relative

information assessing the site wide presence of this layer to support this
assumption.

Response to Specific Comment 1.

The saline water interface depicted in Figure 2-16 of the draft FS Report is
described in the beneficial use report (TtEMI 2000) and the final RI Report
(BEI 2005). The Navy may install additional wells, as described in the
response to U.S. EPA Specific Comment 37, if these are determined to be
needed. These new wells could be used to better assess potential VOC
migration to deeper groundwater and the thickness and depth of the saline
water interface.

The following additional information about the saline water interface has
been added after the second sentence in the seventh paragraph in Section
2.53.3:

“The presence of a saline layer underlying Alameda Point was documented
by the presentation of TDS data collected from wells throughout Alameda
Point included in the Determination of the Beneficial Uses of Groundwater
study conducted in 2000 (TtEMI 2000b).”

Specific Comment 2.

The ESU concurs with the use of the RACER cost estimating system and its
application to this project. The ESU also concurs with the assumptions made and
the discount rate used to evaluate the cost of alternatives.

Response to Specific Comment 2,
Comment noted. No response required.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0O-0069/0446

Comments from Mark Berscheid, DTSC-ESU. 1/17/2006

Note:
* the contents of this attachment have been incorporated into the draft final
Feasibility Study Report, and are therefore not reproduced here
References:

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report,
IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. July.

BEL See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.

Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable. 2004. At
www.frtr.gov/decisionsupport/DST_tools/BIOCLOR .htm.

FRTR. See Federal Remediation Technology Roundtable. _

Tetra Tech EM Inc. 2000. Determination of the Beneficial Uses of
Groundwater. Prepared for the United States Department of the Navy,

Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Diego,
California. July 13.

TEMI. See Tetra Tech EM Inc.
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DRAFT RESPONSE ‘10 COMMENTS ON “
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General Comment A.

The alternatives presented in the Draft FS do not propose the installation of
additional monitoring wells or sampling locations to monitor the effectiveness of
the remedial alternatives or post-remediation contaminant migration. It is the
opinion of GSU that additional monitoring locations are necessary. For example,
there are currently no monitoring wells in the vicinity of boring 27B22 where the
highest cis-I ,2-dichloroethylene (cis-1,2-DCE) concentrations were found in
groundwater. A monitoring well is needed in this area to verify and monitor

concentration trends in the vicinity of the cis-1,2-DCE plume center. In addition, it

is the opinion of GSU that additional monitoring wells are needed directly
downgradient from the VOC plume centers that originate at Building 168 and

Ferry Point Road to provide groundwater monitoring data to evaluate the long-term

effectiveness of the remedial alternatives.
Recommendation

GSU requests that the Navy evaluate the monitoring well network at IR Site 27 to
determine where additional monitoring wells are necessary to monitor the selected

remedy. GSU requests that a monitoring well is installed in the cis-1,2-DCE plume

center west of Building 168, and that a transect of monitoring wells is installed

downgradient from the plume centers originating at Building 168 and Ferry Point
Road.

Response to General Comment A.

The elevated cis-1,2-DCE concentration (230 ug/L) at boring 27B22 is not
evidence of a separate cis-1,2-DCE plume. Rather, the Navy believes that it
is evidence that reductive dechlorination of VOC:s in this area has not yet
progressed to vinyl chloride. When compared in molar terms, the highest
mass of chlorinated VOCs in the Building 168 plume occurs in samples
from boring 27B29. To better assess VOC distribution at IR Site 27, a new
figure (Figure 2-16) depicting total mass of VOCs in micromoles per liter
has been added to Section 2. Figure 2-16 is included herewith as
Attachment 2*.

The following paragraph has been added to Section 2.5.3.3 after the third
paragraph: “Figure 2-16 shows the total mass of VOCs in micromoles per
liter in groundwater at IR Site 27. The figure illustrates that molar
concentrations of VOCs were highest in the vicinity of boring 27B29.
Although the concentration of cis-1,2-DCE in pg/L. at boring 27B22 was
higher than at boring 27B29, the molar mass results indicate that reductive
dechlorination in the vicinity of boring 27B22 has not yet progressed to
vinyl chloride.”

Additional monitoring wells may be installed during the remedial design
phase, if determined to be needed.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0O-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General Comment B.

The proposed alternatives target a 10-foot thick treatment zone. The 10-foot thick
treatment zone targeted for remediation may be insufficient. The vertical profile
for selected chlorinated VOCs in groundwater illustrated on Figure 2-16 shows the
vertical extent of contamination at levels above 5 micrograms per liter (pg/L)
extends to a depth greater than 10 feet below the water table. In addition, as noted
in GSU's comments on the Draft Final RI Report for IR Site 27, sufficient data
have not been obtained to delineate the vertical extent of VOCs in groundwater at
IR Site 27 (see Specific Comment 7).

Recommendation

GSU requests that the Navy clarify the basis for the selected 10-foot interval targeted
for remediation. Depth-discrete groundwater sampling from a deeper interval within
the aquifer to verify the absence of groundwater contamination directly beneath the
identified plume centers should also be included (see Specific Comment 7).

Response to General Comment B.

The assumed 10-foot-thick treatment zone for Alternatives 4A, 6A and 6B is
based on groundwater analytical results from monitoring wells and discrete
sampling at depths of 10 and 20 feet bgs. The assumed 10-foot treatment zone
extends from the top of the water table at 6 feet bgs to 16 feet bgs. Depth-
discrete groundwater sampling results from 20 feet bgs indicated that VOC
impacts do not extend beyond the depth of shallow groundwater. The assumed

10-foot treatment interval assumption would be reevaluated during the remedial
design stage.

General Comment C.
Four of the remedial alternatives retained for the detailed analysis include MNA as

a component of the remedy. For each of these alternatives, BICHLOR was used to

evaluate the MNA component. BIOCHLOR is a simplistic two dimensional
screening tool and should not be used to determine the possible success of natural
attenuation at IR Site 27. If MNA is to be considered a viable alternative, it must
be demonstrated to be potentially successful with appropriate site-specific data and
analyses.

Recommendation

Additional data collection and analyses should be performed pursuant to guidance
specified in Technical Protocol for Evaluating Natural Attenuation of Chlorinated
Solvents in Groundwater (EPA/600/R-981-128) dated September 1998.

Response to General Comment C.

The Navy has been conducting groundwater monitoring at IR Site 27 for over a
decade. This monitoring, conducted under the BGMP, has included testing for
MNA parameters since 2002. These MNA parameters include nitrate, nitrite,
sulfate, sulfide, dissolved oxygen, oxidation-reduction potential, dissolved gases
(e.g., ethane and ethene) and VOCs, consistent with the U.S. EPA technical
protocol (U.S. EPA 1998). A discussion of MNA data has been added to
Section 4.3.4.1, included herewith as Attachment 1*, and to Section 2.6, as
described in the response to Specific Comment 8.

The BIOCHLOR model was used to predict the end point of MNA for the

purpose of comparing alternatives. Continued monitoring and data analysis
under the BGMP will document the effectiveness of MNA.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General Comment D.

The comparative evaluation presented in Section 7 should be expanded to justify
the relative scoring determinations of "high," "medium," and "low. " GSU was
unable to fully agree with the relative scorings based on the limited discussions
presented.

Recommendation

GSU requests further elaboration of the advantages and disadvantages and key
trade-offs of each alternative so that the reviewer can fully understand the basis for

the relative scoring with respect to each of the NCP criteria (see Specific
Comments 11, 12, and 13).

Response to General Comment D.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5, and, therefore, was not carried
forward to Sections 6 and 7, as explained in the response to U.S. EPA General
Comment 2. A more detailed comparative analysis of alternatives may be

conducted during the proposed plan stage. Please refer to the responses to
Specific Comments 11, 12 and 13.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 1.

Executive Summary. It is stated that the "chlorinated VOC plume"” at IR Site
27 is depicted on Figure ES-3. However, Figure ES-3 shows only the vinyl
chloride plume. The cis-1,2-DCE plume has a different configuration and is
not represented on the figure. GSU suggests that a total VOC map is used to
illustrate the lateral extent of chlorinated hydrocarbons in groundwater at IR
Site 27, or that an overlay of the cis-1,2-DCE isoconcentration contours are
added to Figure ES-3 (see Specific Comment 4).

Response to Specific Comment 1.

Comment noted. A total VOC map (Figure 2-16) showing the mass of
VOCs in micromoles per liter has been added, and is included
herewith as Attachment 2*. Please refer to the response to General

Comment A for further information regarding the presence of
cis-1,2-DCE.

Specific Comment 2.

Executive Summary. GSU requests that data gaps are discussed in the
Executive Summary.

Response to Specific Comment 2.

The following paragraph has been added to page ES-2 following the last
paragraph under the Site Background heading: “Due to the expansion of
the IR Site 27 boundaries to encompass the VOC plume, a washdown area
(WD-166 and related oil/water separators) and Building 555 (an electrical
substation) were included within the IR Site 27 boundaries. The RI
Report identified data gaps associated with testing groundwater at the
washdown area and with testing for PCBs in soil adjacent to Building 555.
These data gaps are to be addressed during the remedial design phase.”

Specific Comment 3.

Section 2.5.3 - Analytical Results from Groundwater Samples. Several
references to Alameda Point background concentrations for groundwater
have been made in this section. However, it was decided in the Base Closure
Team (BCT) meeting on October 18, 2005 that there are no Alameda Point
background values established for groundwater. GSU requests that
references to Alameda Point background concentrations for groundwater are
removed from this section and elsewhere in the document.

Response to Specific Comment 3.

The Navy acknowledges that the DTSC is conducting a review of the
background data set; however, the Navy does not believe the conclusions
of the RI Report should be affected by DTSC’s review. AtIR Site 27,
arsenic is the only inorganic constituent that can be considered a risk
driver in an exposure scenario based on domestic use of groundwater.
Arsenic has been included as a COC in Table 3-1, with an RAO of

10 pg/L (based on the federal MCL). Please refer to the response to
DTSC-OMF and HERD General Comment 2 for additional information
regarding comparison to CTR criteria.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446
Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 4.

Section 2.5.3.3 - Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compound Plume. GSU
questions why only the vinyl chloride isoconcentration contours are shown to
represent the horizontal extent of the chlorinated VOC plumes. Cis-1,2-DCE
was also found at elevated concentrations in the area west of Building 168
and in the vicinity of Ferry Point Road. GSU requests that an overlay of the
cis-1,2- DCE isoconcentration contours are included on Figure 2-1 5, or that a
total VOC map is used to provide a more complete representation of the
contamination present in the shallow groundwater at IR Site 27.

Response to Specific Comment 4.

A new figure (Figure 2-16) has been added to the FS Report, and is
included herewith as Attachment 2*. This figure depicts the total
mass of VOCs in micromoles per liter, as described in the responses to
General Comment A and Specific Comment 1.

Specific Comment 5.

Section 2.5.3.3 - Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compound Plume. GSU
understands that chlorinated hydrocarbon concentrations exceeding
approximately 1 percent of the aqueous solubility may indicate the presence
of a dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL). However, standard industry
practice does not use the absence of concentrations greater than 1 percent of
the aqueous solubility as evidence that a DNAPL is not present at a site.
DNAPL may still be present in an area or interval that is not represented by
the sampling network. GSU requests that the argument for the absence of
DNAPL based on aqueous concentrations below 1 percent of the solubility is
removed from the Draft Final FS.

Response to Specific Comment 5.

Comment noted. The presence of a DNAPL is rarely confirmed,
except in the cases where the DNAPL is physically observed during
remedial investigations or monitoring well sampling. Rather,
evidence (e.g., soil gas concentrations, comparison of groundwater
concentrations to effective solubilities of the original solvent mixture,
and contaminant distribution) is considered and the potential for the
presence of DNAPL is evaluated.

At IR Site 27, the Navy’s position is that DNAPL is unlikely to be
present, based on groundwater and soil gas VOC concentrations,
contaminant distribution, and the chemical properties of DNAPLs.
For clarification, however, the last sentence in the third paragraph of
Section 2.5.3.3 has been deleted.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446
Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 6.

Section 2.5.3.3 - Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compound Plume. The
statement made regarding the reductions of VOC concentrations in shoreline
wells in 2004 (see first sentence of second full paragraph on page 2-1 6) is
unclear. Please clarify this statement and explain its significance.

Response to Specific Comment 6.

The following text has replaced the first sentence in the fifth paragraph of
Section 2.5.3.3:

“VOC concentrations in shoreline wells have decreased significantly since
1994. Decreases in TCE and cis-1,2-DCE were accompanied by
corresponding increases in vinyl chloride concentration. Based on the
spring 2005 monitoring results, concentrations of vinyl chloride have now
attenuated to nondetectable levels (ITSI 2005). These observations

suggest that the natural attenuation process is at or near completion in the
shoreline groundwater.”

Specific Comment 7.

Section 2.5.3.3 - Chlorinated Volatile Organic Compound Plume. GSU
disagrees that the data obtained during the RI have demonstrated that the
vertical extent of contamination above MCLs is 20 feet below ground surface
(bgs). In the plume centers, no depth-discrete groundwater data was obtained
below 10 feet bgs. In addition, lithologic data does not support the concept of
limited vertical migration (i.e. there is no low permeability layer), and the

freshwater/saline water interface argument is not supported with sufficient
sites pecific data.

Furthermore, at IR Site 9 located immediately southeast of IR Site 27,
concentrations of VOCs were found to be relatively low at a depth of 10 to

15 feet bgs. However, concentrations were found to be an order-of-magnitude
greater at 30 feet bgs. In fact, concentrations of VOCs at 45 feet bgs are still
higher than those at 10 to 15 feet bgs, and are two orders-of-magnitude
greater than the MCL.

As stated in GSU’s comments on the Draft Final RI Report, GSU requests
that the vertical extent of VOCs in groundwater is considered a data gap at IR
Site 27 and is verified during the remedial design phase. GSU requests that

depth-discrete groundwater data are collected directly beneath the identified
plume centers.

Response to Specific Comment 7.

The plume center for the Building 168 plume is believed to be in the
vicinity of boring 27B29, near the location of monitoring well
27TMWO06. Depth-discrete sampling of the deeper groundwater (to
approximately 20 feet bgs) was conducted at several locations in the
vicinity of that boring (upgradient, crossgradient, and downgradient).
VOC results for deeper groundwater samples were below laboratory
reporting limits or at least two orders of magnitude below the
shallower results.

Additional monitoring wells may be installed during the remedial design
phase, if they are determined to be needed.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 8,

Response to Specific Comment 8.
Section 2.6 - Fate and Transport of Contaminants. The following pertains to
the fate and transport discussions:
¢ Please include additional discussion of the fate of chemicals of
interest, primarily cis-1,2-DCE and vinyl chloride.
¢ The discussion of fate and transport should include vertical
transport as well as horizontal transport of chemicals of interest.

e GSU questions whether the railroad spurs are unpaved. If so, possible

Section 2.6 is a summary of Section S of the final RI Report (BEI
2005). The following additional text from the final RI Report has
been added to Section 2.6 (as 2.6.1) following the second paragraph
and creating a 2.6.2 subheading before the third paragraph:

“2.6.1 Fate of Organic Compounds

“The persistence or mobility of organic compounds is governed by their

) : o . hysicochemical properties, transformation mechanisms and the properties
infiltration of precipitation along these lines could occur and locally gf Zhe soil that actp onptflem propert
affect groundwater flow and contaminant transport. Please clarify « . o .

whether this may be occurring at IR Site 27. Chlgrmated VOC.S (015-1,2-D§3E, txans-l.,Z-DC.E, TCE; and vinyl
chloride) are the primary chemical group impacting groundwater at IR
Site 27; chlorinated VOCs are simple organic compounds bonded with
chilorine. In the subsurface, depending on conditions (the presence of
nutrients, microorganisms, a reducing environment, etc.), chlorinated
VOC:s typically undergo reductive dechlorination, a biological process that
breaks down chlorinated ethenes in groundwater.

*“The chlorinated ethenes PCE and TCE degrade in reducing
environments to form 1,2-DCE or 1,1-DCE (the most common
intermediate is cis-1,2-DCE), and vinyl chloride. The presence of vinyl
chloride, cis-1,2-DCE and trans-1,2-DCE in groundwater at IR Site 27
indicates that reductive dechlorination of PCE and TCE is occurring.
Continued dechlorination of 1,2-DCE may initially cause vinyl chloride
concentrations in groundwater to increase over time. However, vinyl
chloride can be rapidly degraded (oxidized) under aerobic (in the presence
of oxygen) conditions to ethene, carbon dioxide, water, and chlorine, with
ethene further degraded to ethane (U.S. EPA 1998). Additionally, in an
anaerobic (in the absence of oxygen) environment, microorganisms
known as dehalococcoides and several similar organisms can completely
dechlorinate TCE, DCE, and vinyl chloride (Major 2002). At least one
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 8 (continued).

Response to Specific Comment 8 (continued).

strain of these microorganisimns is present at Alameda Point (Koenigsberg
et al. 2002, 2003; Richardson et al. 2002).

“Monitoring of dissolved gases under the basewide groundwater
monitoring program confirms the presence of ethene and ethane, which
are products of the dechlorination of vinyl chloride in groundwater at IR
Site 27; this indicates that the breakdown of vinyl chloride is occurring.

2.6.2 Transport Mechanisms
“A summary of the possible...[existing text follows].”

The following bullet has been inserted after the first bullet in newly
numbered Section 2.6.2:

e ‘“Vertical transport of chlorinated VOCs is not considered a
significant transport mechanism, based on VOC data and the
approximate location of the saline interface.”

To address the question of railroad spurs as a potential infiltration
pathway, the following text has been added to the penultimate bullet
in Section 2.6.2: “Most of IR Site 27 is paved, including the locations
of railroad spurs.”

Specific Comment 9. Response to Specific Comment 9.
Section 4.3.4.1 — Lines of Evidence. It is stated on page 4-7, at the end of the | Comment noted. The last sentence under the Modeling heading in
first paragraph that the model simulation results indicate that natural Section 4.3.4.1 has been revised to state the following: “The model

attenuation is occurring. However, the model is designed to simulate decay. | simulation results presented in Appendix B are used in this FS Report
The model cannot be used to indicate whether natural attenuation is occurring | to predict the rates of decay and the duration for MNA that are
because the decay rate is a user-defined term. Please correct this statement. | required to reach RAOs.” Please see Attachment 1* for the new text
of Section 4.3.4.1.
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DRAFT RESPONSE '1'0 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
'Specific Comment 10.

Section 5.1.8 — Alternative 6B ~ Sitewide ISCO Treatment and Groundwater
Confirmation Sampling. One year of post-remediation monitoring may not
be sufficient to monitor the success of this alternative. Average linear
groundwater flow velocities published in the Draft Final RI Report are on the
order of 0.005 to 0.075 feet per day at IR Site 27.

GSU requests that the duration of post-remediation monitoring is
supported with additional evaluation using site- and chemical-specific
information. This evaluation should include the possible diffusion of
postremediation contaminants from soils in the plume cores, and the

length of time that would be expected for those contaminants to reach
downgradient monitoring locations

Response to Specific Comment 10,

For FS purposes, one additional groundwater monitoring event has been
added to Alternative 6B at the end of year 3, as described in the response
to U.S. EPA Specific Comment 41. The post-remedial monitoring
program will be developed during the remedial design phase. Additional
monitoring wells may be installed if determined to be needed.

Specific Comment 11.

Section 7.3 — Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence. It is stated that
Alternatives 2 and 3 received a ranking of "medium" because the assumed
770-year duration would require implementation of institutional controls (ICs)
for a longer time-period than durations assumed for 4A, 6A, and 7. The
assumed duration is also much longer than that assumed for Alternative 6B.
Please add Alternative 6B to this statement.

Response to Specific Comment 11.

Alternative 2 has been eliminated from further consideration in Section 5
on the basis of low effectiveness, because no means would be provided to
assess whether RAOs were achieved. The following sentence has been
inserted after the first sentence in the second paragraph in Section 7.3:

“The assumed duration for Alternative 3 is also considerably longer than
that assumed for Alternative 6B.”

Specific Comment 12.

Section 7.3 — Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence. It is unclear why
Alternatives 4A, 6A, and 6B all received "high" rankings for long-term
effectiveness and permanence when the assumed 60-year and 45-year
durations for Alternatives 4A and 6A, respectively, would require
implementation of ICs for a longer time-period than the duration assumed for
Alternative 6B (2 years). Please clarify.

Response to Specific Comment 12.

Alternatives 4A, 6A and 6B each involve varying degrees of in situ
groundwater treatment to reduce VOC concentrations in groundwater.
These treatments are assumed to reduce VOC concentrations in a short
period of time. While Alternatives 4A and 6A are assumed to require ICs
and MNA to reach RAOs, the effectiveness of the treatment is assumed to
be permanent and effective.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 13.

Response to Specific Comment 13,
Section 7.5 — Short-Term Effectiveness. GSU questions why Alternatives 2

(ICs) and 3 (MNA) received a "high" score for short-term effectiveness while
Alternative 4A, 6A, and 6B received a "medium" score. One criterion that is

evaluated as part of short-tem effectiveness is the time until RAOs are alternatives in accordance with the short-term effectiveness criterion is
achieved. Alternative 6B is expected to require only two years to achieve also described in the responses to U.S. EPA General Comment 3 and
RAOs, and the other alternatives are expected to require between 45 and U.S. EPA Specific Comment 30.

70 years. GSU requests clarification regarding the criteria used and

relative scores applied to the various alternatives with respect to short-
term effectiveness.

Alternative 2 has been screened out in Section 5, and, therefore, is not
discussed in Sections 6 and 7 of the draft final FS Report, as described in
the response to U.S. EPA General Comment 2. The ranking of
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DRAFT RESPONSE 1 v COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC-GSU, 1/20/2006

Note:

* the contents of this attachment have been incorporated into the draft
final Feasibility Study Report, and are therefore not reproduced here
References:

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005. Draft Final Remedial Investigation
Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.
July.

BEI See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
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Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Report. Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. July.

ITSI. See Innovative Technical Solutions, Inc.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Marcia Liao, DTSC-OMF and HERD, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1.

Arsenic in some inland well samples exceeds the U.S. EPA drinking water
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 pg/L, but not the California
Department of Health Services (DHS) drinking water MCL of 50 pg/L (Section
2.5.3, page 2-14). However, the California DHS drinking water MCL for arsenic is
under review. As part of that process, the California EPA (CalEPA) Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has developed a Public
Health Goal (PHG) for arsenic in water of 0.004 pg/L. (CalEPA, 2004)
(http://www.oehha.ca.gov/water/phg/pdf/asfinal.pdf). The following summary

from the OEHHA document outlines the relationship of the PHG to the California
MCL being developed:

The U. S. EPA 's final rule on arsenic in drinking water (U. S. EPA, 2001)
developed an MCLG of zero. The MCLG is the functional equivalent of
the California public health goal (PHG) for drinking water. The U.S. EPA
also established a national primary drinking water regulation or MCL for
arsenic of 10 ppb. U. S. EPA's upper bound (90th percentile) estimates of
lifetime cancer risk at 10 ppb ranged up to 6.1 in 10,000. This federal
regulation does not become fully effective until 2006. In California the
MCL for arsenic will be determined by the Department of Health Services
to be as close to the PHG as possible considering other factors such as cost
and analytical feasibility. All of these assessments recognize the relatively
high cancer risks associated with chronic exposure to inorganic arsenic.
The current assessment refines and extends our earlier arsenic risk
assessment (OEHHA, 1992a).

OEHHA has developed a public health goal (PHG) of 0.004 pg/L. (4 ppt)
for arsenic in drinking water based on the mortality of arsenic-induced
lung and urinary bladder cancers observed in epidemiological studies of
populations in Taiwan, Chile, and Argentina

Response to General Comment 1.

Comment noted. Arsenic concentrations (maximum 23.9 pg/L) in samples from
one inland monitoring well (well 15-MW3) exceed the MCL of 10 ug/L..
Arsenic has been added as a COC for inland groundwater in Table 3-1 with an
RAO of 10 pg/L. Arsenic concentrations in shoreline groundwater do not
exceed surface water comparison criteria, so arsenic is not considered a COC in

the shoreline portion of IR Site 27.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Marcia Liao, DTSC-OMF and HERD, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1 (continued).

Given the equivalence of the U.S. EPA MCLG to the OEHHA PHG and the
current revision process of the California DHS MCL for arsenic, the protective
action is to consider the U.S. EPA MCL of 10 pg/L as the appropriate

Remedial Action Goal (RAO) rather than the current California DHS MCL of
50 pg/L.

Response to General Comment 1 (continued).

General Comment 2,

Groundwater concentrations of copper, lead, mercury, nickel and zinc were
identified as exceeding the California Toxics Rule (CTR) criteria, but
discounted as comparable to NASA (Alameda Point) ‘background
concentrations' (Section 2.5.3, page 2-14). As a point of historical accuracy,
HERD never reviewed nor agreed to any groundwater 'ambient' concentrations
for inorganic elements. HERD only recently received, as part of a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility review, an electronic copy of
the proposed groundwater ambient data set. Preliminary analysis of this data
set indicates that lead and nickel have obvious high outliers which must be
removed from any ambient data set. The mercury data set, with 198 total
samples, contains only 2 detected concentrations, meaning that nearly 99
percent of the values represent laboratory detection limits rather than mercury

concentrations in the environment. Ambient groundwater concentrations Samples | Number Exceeding CTR
should not be used as a screening criterion for IR Site 27 pending completion Analyte Analyzed CCC Criterion
of HERD review and resolution with the Navy. Copper 83 11

Lead 83 3

Mercury 78 5

Nickel 83 12

Zinc 83 1

Response to General Comment 2.

The Navy acknowledges that DTSC is conducting a review of the groundwater
background data set. The Navy does not anticipate that this review will result in

any changes in which chemicals were carried forward from the RI Report to the
FS Report.

A review of data for metals with CTR criteria that were found to be distributed
statistically equivalent to the background data set (i.e., copper, lead , mercury,
nickel, and zinc) shows that the number of samples with concentrations
exceeding the CTR chronic toxicity criteria is limited (regardless of the
background comparison). The table below presents the total number of
groundwater samples and the limited number of samples with metals
concentrations exceeding CTR criteria.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO0O-0069/0446

Comments from Marcia Liao, DTSC-OMF and HERD, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 3.

The ambient groundwater data set should not be used for comparison of the
groundwater concentration in shoreline wells (Section 2.5.3.1, pages 2-14

and 2-1 5) to groundwater ambient concentrations until HERD'S review of the
groundwater ambient data set is completed. For example, preliminary analysis
indicates that beryllium data set consists of 18 detected and estimated
(J-qualified) concentrations, with a non-parametric distribution, out of

194 'values' and the selenium groundwater ambient data set contains a single
estimated (J-qualified) value out of 193 'values'. For these reasons, and those
cited in the preceding specific comment, comparisons to NASA 'background
concentrations' should not be considered for most inorganic elements.

Response to General Comment 3.

For the two metals cited in this comment, beryllium and selenium, concentrations
reported in groundwater are less than the CTR criteria; therefore, comparison to
background criteria was not necessary.

Please see response to General Comment 2 for a discussion of metals with
concentrations exceeding CTR criteria.

General Comment 4.

The source of the release of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) to IR Site
27 groundwater is unknown. The current conception is that the source could
be either the historical activities in Building 168 or, less likely, migration of a
slug of VOCs in groundwater from a release upgradient of IR Site 27 (Section
2.5.3.3, page 2-1 5). The Navy has deferred sampling and analysis in the
vicinity of washdown area (Section 2.8, page 2-22) which might resolve the
uncertainty regarding the source of VOCs. Remediation without clear and
accepted designation of the release site would seem unwise.

Response to General Comment 4.

There were no indications that the washdown area, which is located outside and
crossgradient to the VOC piume, could be a source of the VOC plume. The
Navy identified the washdown area as a data gap in the general characterization
of the area encompassed by the expanded IR Site 27 boundaries, rather than as a
data gap associated with characterization of the VOC plume (BEI 2005).

Reference:

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report,
IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. July.

BEIL See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
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DRAFT RESPONSE '1 O COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Marcia Liao, DTSC-OMF and HERD, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 5.

While unlikely to be risk drivers, the distribution of inorganic elements
removed from the health assessment based on NASA 'background’

concentrations should be evaluated in a well-by-well manner similar to that
provided for arsenic.

Response to General Comment 5.

Table 2-6 presents the human-health risk assessment calculation of total risk. No
inorganic elements were removed from these calculations included in the RI

Report. As stated in the RI Report, every chemical detected at least once was
included in the risk assessment.

With the exception of arsenic, the contribution of inorganic elements to the total
risk is negligible (a total risk of less than 10 combined). Specifically, the total
risk for ingestion of groundwater is 5 x 10, of which arsenic represents 3 x 10
and vinyl chloride represents 2 x 10, Because no other inorganic element is a
risk driver and no other inorganic element was reported at a concentration

exceeding an MCL, no well-by-well evaluation is necessary for other inorganic
elements.

General Comment 6.

The remedial action objectives (RAOs) apply at appropriate shoreline
monitoring wells, not in the receiving water following initial dilution (Section
3.4, page 3-7). Please consult San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) for further direction on this issue.

Response to General Comment 6.

CTR criteria are surface water ARARS; they apply to the surface water rather
than to the monitoring wells. It has been determined that the shoreline
groundwater at monitoring wells already meets the CTR criteria before entering
the surface water. Although the Navy’s position is that a mixing zone at the
point of discharge to the surface water is appropriate for this scenario, a mixing
zone is not necessary to demonstrate compliance with RAOs in shoreline
groundwater. Please refer to the response to RWQCB Specific Comment 7.
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DRAFT RESPONSE‘\'I‘O COMMENTS ON

DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005

CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006

GENERAL COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1.

Definition of Inland vs. Shoreline Groundwater: It is unclear to staff

exactly how the report proposed to delineate shoreline vs. inland groundwater.

Response to General Comment 1.

For FS purposes, the delineation between shoreline groundwater and
inland groundwater is the sheet pile bulkhead, as discussed in Section

Page ES-3, Remedial Action Objectives, First Paragraph, Second
Sentence: This sentence stated, “RAO:s for shoreline groundwater are based
on California Toxics Rule criteria for human health (consumption of
organisms).” First, in addition to the California Toxics Rule (CTR) criteria
for human health, CTR salt-water criteria for the protection of aquatic life
should also be applied. Second, due to the potential for inland groundwater
to be discharged to Seaplane Lagoon through preferential pathways such as
storm sewer gravel bedding, CTR criteria should also be applied to inland
groundwater. Please revise the Draft FS.

Please clarify. 2.4.6 of the draft Feasibility Study (FS) Report. The approximate
location of the bulkhead is shown on Figure 2-1.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 1.

Response to Specific Comment 1.

The site-specific screening-level ecological risk assessment (ERA) for
IR Site 27 conducted as part of the RI (BEI 2005) concluded that
VOCs and metals in shoreline groundwater do not pose a risk to
aquatic receptors, and that, therefore, no protective measures are
warranted and no RAOs are necessary. Additional text has been
added to Section 2.7.2 providing the basis for this conclusion; text has
also been added to the Executive Summary on pages ES-2 and ES-3.

Section 2.7.2 has been revised to clarify the low-to-negligible risk to
aquatic life organisms in surface water adjacent to IR Site 27 and to
indicate that there would be no need for aquatic life RAOs for surface
water adjacent to IR Site 27. The following paragraphs have been
inserted at the beginning of Section 2.7.2:

“Chemicals of potential ecological concern (COPECs) for aquatic
receptors at San Francisco Bay were identified using analytical data
collected from groundwater monitoring wells, and included all
chemicals that were reported at least once. As a conservative measure,
concentrations of COPECs for aquatic receptors were estimated using
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005

CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWOCB, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 1 (continued).

Response to Specific Comment 1 (continued).

maximum concentrations of COPECs in groundwater; these maximum
concentrations were compared to California Toxics Rule (CTR)
criteria continuing concentrations (CCCs). Therefore, the ERA
provides a protective overestimate of the actual risk of adverse
ecological effects at IR Site 27.

“Based on sitewide groundwater concentrations, there is low-to-
negligible potential ecological risk from reported COPECs for aquatic
receptors, even if groundwater were to enter Seaplane Lagoon at the
maximum reported concentrations. The ERA identified a potential for
VOCs to exceed the CTR screening values for human-health
consumption of organisms if aquatic life organisms were to consume
chemicals in groundwater that reaches Seaplane Lagoon. The VOCs
at IR Site 27 likely represent a low potential ecological risk due to low
HQs, infrequent occurrence, concentrations below CTR criteria for
human-health consumption of organisms in shoreline wells, and
nonpersistence in aquatic environments. Therefore, the ERA
concluded that, due to the low or negligible risk for aquatic life from
reported COPECs, no further investigation or assessment of ecological
risk for groundwater reaching surface water at IR Site 27 is
recommended.”

Executive Summary, page ES-2, Site Background. The following
sentence has been added to the end of the penultimate paragraph:

“The ERA provides a protective overestimate of the actual risk of
adverse ecological effects to aquatic life organisms in surface water
adjacent to IR Site 27 because of the conservative nature of the
assumptions used, i.e., maximum concentrations of chemicals in
groundwater were compared to California Toxics Rule criteria
continuing concentrations (CCCs).”
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DRAFT RESPONSE '1 0 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CT0-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCEB, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 1 (continued).

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Response to Specific Comment 1 (continued).

Executive Summary, page ES-3, Remedial Action Objectives. The
following sentence has been added to the end of the third paragraph.

“No surface water RAOs for aquatic receptors are selected for IR
Site 27 because of the lack of significant ecological risk to aquatic life
organisms, as established by the ERA conducted at IR Site 27.”

As described in Section 1.3.4.5 of the RI Report (BEI 2005), previous
investigations concluded that storm drain bedding materials at
Alameda Point are not a preferred pathway for migration of
contaminants (TtEMI 2002). Therefore, the discharge of inland
groundwater through storm sewer bedding was not identified as a
significant pathway in the RI Report.

The Navy does not consider surface water CTR criteria to apply to
inland groundwater. Section 3.4 has been revised to state that the
RAO:s selected for inland groundwater were the lowest of the federal
MCL, the nonzero federal MCLG, or the state MCL. The last bullet
in Section 3.4 has been deleted.

For COPEC:s in shoreline groundwater that may discharge to Seaplane
Lagoon, surface water CTR criteria for human-health consumption of
organisms were used as RAOs. Because shoreline groundwater
already meets these RAOs, accounting for a mixing zone or
attenuation factors was not considered necessary.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 2.

Page 3-2, Section 3.2 Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways,
Second Paragraph: This paragraph stated that “ICs could be used to prevent
installation of drinking water wells within the area of the IR site 27
groundwater plume to prohibit extraction of VOC impacted groundwater for
domestic purposes until after remediation goals are achieved or the Navy and
regulatory agencies agree that ICs are no longer required.” In addition to
preventing installation of drinking water wells to preclude human exposure to
the contaminated groundwater, it should also be stated that the ICs minimize

the potential migration of the contaminated groundwater to the deep aquifer.
Please revise the Draft FS to reflect this fact.

Response to Specific Comment 2.

The last sentence in the third paragraph in Section 3.2 has been revised to
read as follows:

“ICs could be used to prohibit installation of drinking water wells within
the area of the IR Site 27 groundwater plume, extraction of VOC impacted
groundwater for domestic purposes, and cross-connection between FWBZ
and SWBZ groundwater until after remediation goals are achieved or the
Navy and regulatory agencies agree that ICs are no longer required.”

The specific elements of the IC program would be developed during the
remedial design stage.

Specific Comment 3.

Page 3-2, Section 3.2 Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways, Last
Paragraph: This paragraph stated that “Potential ecological impacts of
discharges to Seaplane Lagoon would be mitigated by VOC dilution and
volatilization that would occur as groundwater seeps into and mixes with the
surface water.” The Basin Plan does not grant dilution credit for discharges
such as those at Site 27 into Seaplane Lagoon without a site-specific technical
demonstration. However, the Basin Plan would allow attenuation of
groundwater in soil prior to the point of discharge. Please remove the dilution
discussion or replace it with a discussion of attenuation factor.

Response to Specific Comment 3.

The last three sentences in the penultimate paragraph in Section 3.2 of the
draft FS Report have been deleted.
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DRAFT RESPONSE 10 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446
Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 4.

Page 3-3, Section 3.2 Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways, First
Paragraph: This paragraph stated “the nature of the potentially impacted
surface water ecosystem could be significantly changed by local
redevelopment in the coming years. Therefore, it would be highly speculative
to predict any future adverse ecological effects based on current conditions.”
Staff disagrees with this statement. This statement directly contradicts the
purpose of a CERCLA cleanup action. CERCLA specifically requires the
responsible party to cleanup the site to protect future reuse, including
ecological effects. Please revise the Draft FS.

Response to Specific Comment 4.
The last two sentences of Section 3.2 have been deleted.

Specific Comment 5.

Page 3-5, Section 3.3.1.1 Groundwater Second Full Paragraph: This
paragraph stated that shoreline groundwater does not have to meet MCLs, but
inland groundwater does. However, it is unclear to staff how shoreline and
inland groundwater is defined. Please clarify.

Response to Specific Comment 5.
Please refer to the response to General Comment 1.

Specific Comment 6.

Page 3-7, Section 3.4 Remedial Action Objectives for IR Site 27
Groundwater, Third Paragraph, Fourth Bullet: This bullet stated the
CTR criterion for protection of human health based on consumption of
saltwater aquatic life (risk-based) is a Remedial Action Objective (RAO) for
IR Site 27. CTR criterion for the protection of aquatic life should also be
included as a Remedial Action Objective. Please revise the Draft FS.

Response to Specific Comment 6.
Please refer to the response to Specific Comment 1.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Specific Comment 7.

Page 3-7, Section 3.4 Remedial Action Objectives for IR Site 27
Groundwater, Last Paragraph: This paragraph stated that “RAOs derived
from numerical water quality criteria for priority pollutants promulgated in the
CTR (40CFR §131.38) and implemented in the Enclosed Bays and Estuaries
Plan (SWRCB 2000) as part of the Basin Plan apply in the receiving water
(Seaplane Lagoon and San Francisco Bay), following initial dilution. A
mixing zone above the physically identifiable point of discharge in the
receiving water is assumed for the purposes of this FS Report.” Section
1.4.2, of the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland
Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (SIP) does allow
the Water Board to grant dilution credits based on mixing zones. However,
the SIP further states that “Dilution credits and mixing zones for
incompletely-mixed discharges shall be considered by the RWQCB only after
the discharger has completed an independent mixing zone study and
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the RWQCB that a dilution credit is
appropriate.” In the absence of a Water Board approved mixing zone study,

it is inappropriate for the Draft FS to assume a mixing zone exists. Please
revise the Draft FS.

Response to Specific Comment 7.

Typically, the discharge from groundwater to surface water is slow and
allows for complete mixing. The concentrations of COCs (VOCs and
arsenic) in groundwater, however, are already below the surface water
ARARs (CTR criteria for human-health consumption of organisms).
Although the Navy believes that the mixing zone is in compliance with
substantive ARARS, the text will be deleted to remove the mixing zone
assumption phrase because no attenuation factor is necessary in order to
meet the CTR criteria for this site.

Specific Comment 8. Response to Specific Comment 8.
Page A2-1, Appendix A, Section A2.1.1.1 Groundwater ARARs

Conclusions: The proposed ARAR list is incomplete. The attached table has the ARARs analysis in Appendix A. The table attached to the RWQCB
additional ARARSs that should be included in the Draft FS. Please include

comments has been expanded (as Table 1) to include a response column to
the ARARSs in the attached table and revise the relevant discussions in the address each of the listed requirements. Please see Table 1 for Navy
Draft FS.

responses to this list of potential ARARSs.

Comment noted. The potential ARARs listed in the table were included in
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DRAFT RESPONSE 110 COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 9.

Page A2-3, Potential Federal ARARs: 40 CFR Part 131, Water Quality
Standards; Establishment of Numeric Criteria for Priority Toxic Pollutants for
the State of California, promulgated by US EPA on May 18, 2000 (California

Toxic Rule) is a Federal ARAR for Site 27. Please revise the Draft FS to
include the CTR.

Response to Specific Comment 9.

Table A2-2 includes 40 C.F.R. 131.38 as a potential surface water
ARAR. The text of Table A2-2 has been revised to include a note
indicating that the listed water quality standards are stated in the CTR.
Reference to the CTR is also included in Sections A2.1.2 and A2.2.2.1
(both pertaining to surface water) in Appendix A of the FS Report.

Specific Comment 10.

Page A2-10, Comprehensive Water Quality Control Plan for San
Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan): This section stated that since Basin Plan
allows for exceptions for MUN designation and that the shoreline groundwater
beneath IR Site 27 meets the exemption criteria, the shoreline groundwater
should not be considered as a drinking water source (page 2-5 of the Basin
Plan). Staff disagrees with this assessment. In addition to allowing for MUN
designation exceptions, page 2-6 of the Basin Plan further states that “in making
any exceptions, the Regional Board will consider the criteria referenced in
Regional Board Resolution No. 89-63, “Sources of Drinking Water.” Section 4
of Resolution 89-63 titled Regional Board Authority to Amend Use
Designation states “any body of water which has a current specific designation
previously assigned to it by a Regional Board in Water Quality Control Plans
may retain that designation at the Regional Board’s discretion.” Because

Site 27 falls within a groundwater basin classified by the East Bay Plain
Groundwater Basin Beneficial Use Evaluation Report — Alameda and Contra
Costa Counties, California, (California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region, June 1999) as a significant drinking water source,
the shallow aquifer should be cleansed to Department of Health Services’
maximum contaminant levels for drinking water. This is because the deeper
aquifers underlying the shallow aquifer zone are of drinking water quality. The
issue of contamination of the deeper aquifer via vertical conduits from the
shallow zone and the fact that an approved well abandonment program has
never been instituted requires this approach.

Response to Specific Comment 10.

The substantive requirements of the Basin Plan that have been determined to
be ARAR:s include the criteria that must be met for groundwater to be
considered a potential source of drinking water. The site-specific technical
analysis using the “Sources of Drinking Water” criteria set forth in
SWRCB Res. 88-63 is provided in Section 2.4.6 and Section A2.2.1.1
of the FS Report. The shoreline groundwater does not meet these
substantive criteria for consideration as a potential source of drinking water.
The Regional Board’s “discretion” regarding whether or not to grant an
exception is not a substantive requirement, and therefore this element of the
Basin Plan is not an ARAR. The RI data for groundwater samples beneath
the known contamination at the site show no indication that VOCs from the
shallow groundwater are migrating vertically.
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DRAFT RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, IR SITE 27, DOCK ZONE
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0069/0446

Comments from Judy Huang, RWQCB, 1/23/2006

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
References:

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005. Draft Final Remedial Investigation

Report, IR Site 27, Dock Zone, Alameda Point, Alameda, California.
July.

BEI See Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
Tetra Tech EM Inc. 2002. Data Summary Report, Supplemental

Remedial Investigation Data Gap Sampling for Operable Units 1
and 2, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. July 25.

TtEMI. See Tetra Tech EM Inc.
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Table 1 (for Response to RWQCB Specific Comment 8)

ARARs for Groundwater Remediation

Standard,
Requirement, ARARs,
Criterion, or or To Be
Source Limitation Description Considered RWQCB Comments Navy Response
Porter-Cologne | California Water Code | The RWQCB may specify certain | Applicable Applies to groundwater Cal. Water Code §13243 is
Water Quality | Section 13243 conditions or areas where the remedial action already included in Table
Control Act discharge of waste, or certain types A2-3 and Sections A2.1.1,
(California of waste, will not be permitted. A2.12,and A2.2.1.2 as
Water Code enabling legislation,
Section 13000 implemented through the
et seq.) beneficial uses, water
quality objectives, waste
discharge requirements,
and promulgated policies
of the Basin Plan.
Porter-Cologne | Water Quality Control | Establishes water quality Applicable Specific applicable portions of | The Basin Plan has already
Water Quality | Plan (Basin Plan) for objectives, including narrative and the Basin Plan include been identified as a
Control Act the San Francisco Bay | numerical standards, that protect beneficial uses of affected water | potentially applicable ARAR
(California Basin, RWQCB, SFB the beneficial uses and water bodies and water quality in Table A2-3, and Sections
Water Code quality objectives of surface and objectives to protect those uses. | A2.1.1, A2.1.2, and
Sections

13240, 13241,
13242, 13243)

ground waters in the region.
Describes implementation plans
and other control measures
designed to ensure compliance
with statewide plans and policies
and provide comprehensive water
quality planning. Alameda Point
lies within the East Bay Plains
Groundwater Basin. Existing and
potential beneficial uses of this
groundwater are: municipal and
domestic supply, industrial process
water supply, industrial service
water supply, agricultural water
supply, and freshwater
replenishment to surface water.

Any activity, including, but not
limited to, the discharge of
contaminated soils or waters or
in-situ treatment or containment
of contaminated soils or waters,
must not result in actual water
quality exceeding water quality
objectives.

A22.12.
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Table 1 (continued)

Standard,
Requirement, ARARs,
Criterion, or or To Be
Source Limitation Description Considered RWQCB Comments Navy Response

Porter-Cologne | RWQCB, SFB Basin Establishes and describes policy Applicable Cleanup standards for water The Navy has determined

Water Quality | Plan, “Implementation | for investigation and remediation should be equal to background | that Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22,

Control Act Plan, Groundwater of contaminated sites. Also concentrations unless such § 66264.94(a)(1) and (3),

(California Protection and includes implementation actions levels are technically and (c), (d) and (e) are

Water Code Management, Cleanup | for setting groundwater and soil economically infeasible to potentially relevant and

Sections of Polluted Sites.” cleanup standard. achieve. In such cases, cleanup | appropriate federal ARARSs

13000, 13304, standards should not exceed which have the same

13240, 13241, applicable water quality requirement for

13242, 13243) objectives. concentration limits to be set
at background unless
technologically or
economically infeasible.
Since the Basin Plan
“Implementation Plan” is not
more stringent, it is not a
potential ARAR.

Porter-Cologne | RWQCB, SFB Basin This policy defines water quality Applicable Applies to groundwater The Basin Plan water quality

Water Quality | Plan, “Water Quality objectives and explains how the remedial actions. objectives and beneficial

Control Act Objectives” Regional Water Board applies uses are included as potential

(California numerical and narrative water ARARs in Section A2.2.1.2

Water Code quality objectives to ensure the and Table A2-3.

Sections

13240, 13241,
13242, 13243)

reasonable protection of beneficial
uses of water and how the
Regional Water Board applies
Resolution No. 68-16 to promote
the maintenance of existing high-
quality waters.
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Table 1 (continued)

Standard,
Requirement, ARARs,
Criterion, or or To Be
Source Limitation Description Considered RWQCB Comments Navy Response

Porter-Cologne | State Water Resources | Requires that high quality surface | Applicable Applies to discharges of waste } The Navy and state positions
Water Quality | Control Board and ground waters be maintained to waters, including discharges | on SWRCB Res. No. 68-16
Control Act Resolution No. 68-16 to the maximum extent possible. to soil that may affect surface or } are included in Section
(California (“Anti-degradation Degradation of waters will be ground waters. In-situ cleanup | A2.2.1.2.
Water Code Policy™). allowed (or allowed to remain) levels for contaminated ground
Sections only if it is consistent with the waters must be set at
13000, 13140, maximum benefit to the people of background level, unless
13263, 13304) the state, does not unreasonably allowing continued degradation

affect present and anticipated is consistent with the maximum

beneficial uses, and does not result benefit of the people of the

in water quality less than that state. If degradation of waters

prescribed in RWQCB and is allowed, or allowed to

SWRCB policies. If degradation remain, the discharge must

is allowed, the discharge must meet best practical treatment or

meet best practicable treatment or control standards, and result in

control, which must prevent the highest water quality

pollution or nuisance and result in possible that is consistent with

the highest water quality consistent the maximum benefit to the

with maximum benefit to the people of the state. In no case

people of the state. may water quality objectives be

exceeded.

Porter-Cologne | State Water Resources | Establishes requirements for Applicable Applies to groundwater
Water Quality | Control Board investigation and cleanup and remedial actions The Navy and state positions
Control Act Resolution No. 92-49 abatement of discharges. Among on SWRCB Res. No. 92-49
(California (As amended April 21, | other requirements, dischargers have been documented and
Water Code 1994) must clean up and abate the effects included in Section A2.2.1.2.
Sections of discharges in a manner that There is a disagreement on
13000, 13140, promotes the attainment of either

13240, 13260,
13263, 13267,
13300, 13304,
13307)

background water quality, or the
best water quality that is
reasonable if background water
quality cannot be restored.
Requires the application of Title
23, CCR, Section 2550.4,
requirements to cleanups.

whether Res. No. 92-49 is an
ARAR. However, if a
remedial alternative can be
agreed upon, the ARAR
disagreement can be
documented in the ROD and
the remedial action can
move forward.

32172006 11:37:27 AM Iw k:\word processing\reportsicto-069\site 27\s\draft finalappendix d\3-rtc_rwacb.doc

page 3 of 5




Table 1 (continued)

Standard,
Requirement, ARARs,
Criterion, or or To Be
# Source Limitation Description Considered RWQCB Comments Navy Response

7 Porter-Cologne | State Water Resources | Specifies that, with certain Applicable Applies in determining This resolution has been
Water Quality | Control Board exceptions, all ground and surface beneficial uses for waters that included in Section A2.2.1.2
Control Act Resolution No. 88-63 waters must have the beneficial may be affected by discharges and Table A2-3 as a
(California (“Sources of Drinking use of municipal or domestic water of waste. potentially applicable state
Water Code Water Policy”) (as supply. ARAR.

Sections contained in the
13000, 13140, | RWQCB's Water
13240) Quality Contro} Plan)

8 Drinking Water | Title 22, CCR, Section | Requirements for public water Relevant and The act is legally applicable for ] The state MCLs have been
Act (California | 64400 et seq. systems. Includes Maximum Appropriate an aquifer and associated included in the ARARSs
Health & Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and distribution and pre-treatment evaluation in Section
Safety Code Secondary Maximum system that is currently defined | A2.2.1.2 and Table A2-3.
Section 4010 et Contaminant Levels (SMCLs). as “public water system” If itis | The Navy has determined
seq.)

only a potential ‘“Public water
system,” then the act is relevant
and appropriate.

that the MCLs at Cal. Code
Regs. tit. 22, § 64,444 for
cis- and trans-1,2-DCE;
vinyl chloride; and 1,1-DCA
are potential state ARARSs
for the inland groundwater
since they are more stringent
than the federal MClLs.
However, the Navy has
determined that MCLs are
not a potential ARAR for
shoreline groundwater, since
the shoreline groundwater
meets the exemption criteria
and should not be considered
a potential drinking water
source.
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Table 1 (continued)

Standard,
Requirement, ARARs,
Criterion, or or To Be
# Source Limitation Description Considered RWQCB Comments Navy Response
9 Staff Report of | “A Compilation of Provides guidance on selecting ToBe Performance Standard. To be A compilation is not needed,

the RWQCB, Water Quality Goals” numerical values to implement Considered considered in selecting since there are adequate
Central Valley narrative water quality objectives appropriate numerical values to | ARARs identified for this
Region contained in the Basin Plan. implement the Basin Plan for action.

setting cleanup levels and
discharge limits. The numerical
values contained in the staff
report may be ARAR’s, or
Performance Standards,
depending on the source of the
values.
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ATTACHMENT A

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY AND THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL



Memorandum of Agresment Between
Tha United States Department of the Navy and

The California Department of Toxi¢ Substances Control

Use of Model "Covenant fo Restrict Usa of Propaity” at Instaltations Bsing Closed and

Transferred bytha United States Depariment of the Navy

1. Background

a.

b.

The purposa of this Memorandum of Agresment (MOA) is o formalize the
use of two mode! environmental restriction covenants (attachsd) that have
been drafted during nagotiations betwsen represantatives of tha United
States Department of the Navy (DON) and the Callfornla Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), .-

Under CERCLA Sac. 104, as delegatad to DON by E.O. 12580 and
fmplementad pursuant to-the National Contingancy Plan (NCP — 40 CFR
Sec. 300 et 88q.) and 10 USC Sac. 2701, et seq., thocfeanupof
hazardous substances, poliutants and contaminants is required to be dt a
leval that protects human health and the environment. As a result, this
protectlon can be achleved st cerfain sites by the Imposition of
“institutional controls” (1.s., ICs ~ legal mechanisms to protect human
health and the environment by restricting access or exposura to the
contaminants in question) with or without undesdying “angineering controls®
{.&;; ECs - enginaered machanizms such as a cap on a landfiR, designad
to physically Insure accass or expasure to the contaminants in question is
prsvented). Coillectively these ICs and ECs ara called “land use controls™
(LUCs).

In the case of property baing closed and transferred by DON1io a
nonfederal entlly, it s necessary 1o insure that thesa LUCs stay In place
and are honored by all future owners and occupants of the property in
question, for as long as contaminstion Is present at levels that do not
permit unrestricted uss. One key way such LUCS can be maintained is by

~ DON's retantion of sufficiant legal titte and Interest to insure continuing

enforcament of the tarms of the LUCs, This retention would entall
burdening such conveyances of fitle with deed covenants insuring that tha
deed transfarring such property contaln a formal restriction - a restrictive
covenant — on the use of the property that will “run with the land,” and Is
enforceable against ths “servient estals” (Le., afl futurs owners of tha
land) and Is retained by the United States, as represented by DON, acting
as holder of the “dominant estate.” In addition, DON can convey a
separata and similar restrictive covenant to DTSC as provided in

.1-
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Section 2 below.

In tha State of California, such a restriction on the usa of tand, to protect
human health and the environment is recognized by Section 1471 of the
Califomia Chvil Code. This statute characterizes such a restrictive
covenant as an “environmental restriction® and requires such words o ba
placed In the titls of tha document creating such an interest. DON has
agxeod to include such restrictive fanguage in the deeds it executes whara
it imposes LUCs as a remedy under applicabla law.

Slmﬂat 1o CERCLA, Stah environmental protacﬁon laws recognlze the -
avallablity of using LUCs as remedies to protect human health and the
environment. Currantly, DTSC's autharity under Chapler 8.5 and 6.8 of
‘Division 20 of the Callfomia Health and Safety Coda, providas statutory
avenues to impose LUCS at a cleanup sile to insure that the LUCS ara-
honored by future owners. Chaptar 8.5 is generally used when the

cleanup sita In question Is ons subject to the State’s autharities under the
hazardous wasta faclliies iaw, and Chapter 6.8 is genarally used when
the cleanup site in question is one subject 1o the State’s equivalant to the

federal CERCLA program.

In the case of property being closed and transfarred to a mnfaderal antity

by DON where a clsanup remedy has used LUCS as a remedy as
describad above, DON and DTSC have a mutual Interest In insuring that

tha "anvironmental restriction" imposed on the land Is enforced for
howevar long tha protaction of public health and the environment requires

such restrictions.

As a resuit, DON and DTSC agree that It Is in both parties’ and the -
bﬂc'slnhmsh.MDTSCbefn-posﬂbntoenforcoﬂ\o

anvlronmemal restrictions” that the DON wiil ba imposing on these

transferring parcels of property. To this end, in addition to retaining the

protective covenants, DON agrees to convey a separate _

power o enforce

power {0 enforce such restrictive covenants to DTSC equivalent 1o DON's
power o enforce any “environmental resirictions® burdening the
transferring property by entering Into a “Covenant to Restrict Use of
Property.” Undar bath Chapter 8.5 and Chapter 6.8, DTSC has the
authority to monitor and enforce such "environmental restrictions®
conveyed 1o It by the owner of propearty on which such an “environmental
restriction” has been found necessary. Tharefare, in consideration of
DON's convaying such an interast, DTSC may implement as appropriate
the various statutory authorities it possesses under Chapter 6.5 and
Chapter 8.8 (a5 applicable) to insure thesa “environmental restrictions®

are honored by all future owners and occupants, -

DD 2 A 1 Rt 1



A AR Lt AT (8 R g

2. Terms of Understanding:

a.

b.

DON and DTSC agree that In alt future property transfers to a nonfederal

agency, where DON is acting on behalf of the United States as the -

transferring or disposing agent, the applicable model ‘Covenant to

Restrict Use- of Property” attached to this MOU will be used throughout !
Callfornia when the proposed remedy Involves imposing an IC (except
those “early transfers” whers 1) the transferes will peform the cleanup, f
and 2) tha claanup includes an IC in the remedy, and 3) has executed an !
order of enforcesble agreement with DTSC or has entered into a Sec, "
26222.1 agresment with DTSC, that calls for the transferee entering into a

"Covenant 1o Restrict Use of Propsrty” directly with DTSC),

DON and DTSG have entered into a number of Fedéral Facilty
Agreements and Federal Site Remediation Agreements for DON property.

These Agreements generally call for coordination of tha DON’s

 satisfaction of ts corective action obligations under ths Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Health and 8afety Code
section 25200.10 with its responsibilities under CERCLA sectfon 120(1),
EO 12580, the Deéfense Environmental Restoration Program and the
NCP. The Agreemants recognize that the DON may satisfy some or all of
its comrective action obligations through CERCLA response actions,
Whare such comrective action at hazardous waste management units is
halng satisflad through CERCLA, Attachment A shall be used.
Ktachment B'ls tha model which will be used for hazardous waste
management facillles not addressed in Federal Ste Remediation or

Faderal Faciity Agreements, :

When lssuing Proposed Plans for public comment, DON will attach a
copy of this MOU and the approprista model “Covenant to Restrict Use of
Propearty” s0 as 10 assure the public that the specific LUC being proposed
will be enforced, in pant, by DON's retained power to enforce the deed
covenants and convayance of tha power to enforce prolective deed
covenants to DTSC contesmporanaausly with the execution of the deed

transferring DON's Interests 10 the new owner.

In using these models to draft the appropriate "Covenant to Restrict Use
of Property,” DON’s and DTSC's personnel will work collaboratively to
develop tha specific information applicable to the given sile called for by
Artictes | (Statemeant of Facts) and IV (Restrictions) of the attached
models. A final "Covenant to Restrict Use of Property” that Is ready for
signature for a given site, will be prepared in time to allow It to be

2
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Signed:

executed contemporaneously with the execution of the deed transferring
DON's non-retained interests in the property to the ngw owner. Inthe
case of "early transfers” where DON Is performing the desnup after the
transfes, and is imposing an LUC at the time of the “early transfer” In
suppost of its ongolng cleanup activities, the Parties recogniza that tha
contents of Articles | and [V of the model covenants for such sites will
likely not be. as defallod as that suggested in tha attached models. The
degree of detal contained within the model covenant will be the
information avaiable as io the deanup sits, although the cavenants must
be adequate to protact human health and the environment to atlow an
early fransfer. The form of remedy and any additional associated IC will
be mors fully daveloped once the remedy Is sefected and implermented,

The Partles recognize that given the need to tailor the terms of the
*anvironmental restriction” to the remady that is finally selected after
seeking publle commant on the Proposed Plan, the terms of the final
“Covenant to Restrict Use of Proparty” may vary greatly from the draft
proposal. The Partles recognizs that tha public should be glven specific

notice of this fact In the Proposed Plan.

The Partles recognize that remedies proposed by the DON will ba
submitted to DTSC for concumrance. Howaver, there may be unresolved
disagreements at soma clsanup sites conceming the remedy being
proposed by DON including, in particular, the scopa and nature of the

LUCs, and the terms of any underying, proposed "Covenant 1o Restrict
tseof Property.” In such situations the Parties will use their best efforts

io resoive all disputes Informally, If the Parties ars uitimataly unable to
resoive the issue in disputs, DON and DTSC reserve any rights they
might have to take any action avaltable under applicable state or federal

law. )

Either Party may tsnminata its involvement in this Agreement by giving
thirty (30) days written notice to the other Party. Upon recelpt of notica
and the expiration of thirty days termination shall occur by operation of.

law. A

Flotoe /0 romeca 2000
F.R. Ruehe Date
Rear Admiral

United States Navy
Commander Navy Region Southwest
“ .




Department of Toxic Substances Control



Attachment A: Modal Site Mitigation Program “Environmental Restriction
Covenant and Agreemant®

Attachment B: Model Hazardous Wasta Management Program/State Regulated
Unit “Environmental Restriction Covenant and Agreement®

Approved as to form:

Dafe:MuzA_o_Q_ Wﬂ%ﬁ@zﬂaﬂmg_
Approved as to form; |
Data: Manh 1b 12200 BY:M Wm




MODEL SITE MITIGATION PROGRAM
DEED RESTRICTION

RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
[Covenantor's Name]

[Street Address]

[City], Califomia [ZIp Code]

WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region ____

[Street Address]

[City], Califomia [ZIp Code]

Attention: [Nams of Branch Chlef], Chiaf
[Branch Deslgnation]

oo v e —— . — —— G —— — —— -— .

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE

COVENANT TO RESTRICT USE OF PROPERTY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICTION

(Re: [Insert parcel number(s) and name of site property to be restricted.])

This Covenant and Agraement ('Covenant') Is made by and betwesen the
United States of America acting by and through the Department of the Navy (“DON")
(the "Covenantor®), the current owner of property situated in [city], County of [ ], State |
of Califomia, describad in Exhibit *A®, attached hareto and incorporatad harein by this
refarence (the "Property*), and the State of California acting by and through the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (the "Department). Pursuant to Civil Code
section 1471(c), Health and Safety Code Sections 25222.1 and 25355.5 the

ATTACHMENT A
-1-
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Department has determined that this Covenant is reasonably necessary to protsct
present or future human heaith or safety or tha environment as a result of the presence
on the land of hazardous materials as defined in Heaith and Safety Code ("H&SC")
section 25260. In addition; pursuant to the Comprehansiva Environmental Response,

" Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 104 (42 USC Section 9804), as

delegatad to the Covenantor by E.O. 12580, ratified by Congress in 10 USC Sac. 2701,
et seq., and implemented by the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Cdnﬁngency Plan (NCP —~ 40 CFR Part 300) and implementing guidances and policies,
the Covenantor has also determined that this Covenant is reasonably necessary to
protect present or futurs human heaith or safety or the environment as the rasuit of the
presenca on the land of hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants as defined
in CERCLA Saction 101 (42 USC Section 9601).

- The Covenantor and the Dapartment, collectively refarred to as the "Parties®,
therefore intend that the use of the Propaity be restricted as set forth in this Covenant,

in order to protect human heaith, safaty and the environment.

The Cavenantar ratains sufficient legal title and interest in the subject property to
insure continuing enforcement of the protective covenants and agresments contained
within this Covenant to Restrict the Use of Proparty. Further in any subsequent
transfars or convayance of title to nonfederal entities the DON shall burden the property
with additional deed covenants that insure that any subsequent deed or transfer
contains the protective covenants and right of access and power to conduct monitoring
of wastas retained on site. Those covenants and agreements shall be enforceabls

against the servient estate in that those protective covenants shall run with the land to

2-



all successors and assigns.

ARTICLE |
STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.01 The Property, totaling approximately[  acres] [ square yards] Is more
particularly described and depicted in Exhibit *A", attached hersto and incorporated herein
by this reference. [Exhibit "A* must Includs the legal description of the property used
by the county recorder. This must Includs the particular description of the
boundarles of the.area to be subjsct to a particular use restriction. If the property
doas not already have a legal description (it generally will not if it Is a portion of a
larger piece of property) a survey will be required.] The Properly is located In the area
now generally bounded by [Include narrative description of the area; this will typlcally
be street names: e.g., Maln Street on the north, Maple Street on the east, etc.] County

of{ ] State of Califomia.
1.02 [Use this paragraph If Imposing additional restrictions on a portion

of the Propenrty, for axample on a capped portlon, or if for any other reason it Is
necessary to pracisely Identlfy any portion of the property, such as an area with
groundwater monitoring wells. The purpose of this paragraph Is to give the
pracise locatlon of such areas where use restrictions generally will apply.
Renumber following paragraphs accordingly.] A limited partion of the Property is
more particularly described In Exhibit *B" which is attached and incorporated by this
referencs ("Capped Property”) as defined below [or “(other Identiffed) Property™].

[Exhibit B must Include a legal description of the exact area(s) belng restricted
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and any necessary diagram(s). This will generally require a legal survey and
engineering drawing for the Cap or other area to be further restricted.] The
[Capped (or other description})] Property is located in the area now generally bounded
by[ 1. [Include language that generally describes the Capped or other Identiffed
Property.] The [Capped (or othar idantifiad) Property is also more specifically
described as encompassing[ ] County Assessor‘s'Parcel No.(s)[ ]

1.03 [Briefly describe the remedlal measures implemented at the
Property, Including, if applicable, Installation of a cap and construction and
angalng operation and malntenance of a groundwater treatment system, In order
to Identlfy the remalning contaminants and physical remediai meastires on the
Property that necessitate this deed restriction. This paragraph should also brlefly
discuss the requlatory context for the DON facility. Referencs should be made to
any applicable Faderal Faclllty Agreement (FFA) or Federal Facllity Site
Remedlation Agreement(FFSRA) and any corrective action obligations under
RCRA or Chapter 6.5 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Cods covered by the
FFA or FFSRA. This paragraph should refer to, and glvé the approval date for, the
RAP, ROD, RAW or other decision document that selected the remedial measures
at the' Proparty and required this Covenant.]

' SAMPLE [Fbr a facility which has an FFA or FFSRA and hazardous wasts
management uniis]: The DON and the Department entered into a Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA) on [date]. Pursuant to that FF'A, the DON may satisfy some or all of

its corrective action obligations under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act



(RCRA)(42 USC 6901 st seq)or California Health and Safety Code sectin 25200.10
through CERCLA responsa actions. {Proceed to additional SAMPLES as
appropriate.]

SAMPLE [For a property with remalning contamination, but no cap, O&M,
or othar ongoing responsae activities]: The Property is (a portion of a sits] being
remediated pursuant to a Record of Decisic;n (ROD) pursuant to the Defense
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), 10 U.S.C. section 2701 et seq, and
CERCLA; and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) pursuant to Cha.ptgf 6.8 of Division 20 of

~ the H&SC, under the oversight of the Department. The ROD/RAP provides that a deed

restriction be required as part of the site remediation, becauss lead, which is a
hazardous substanoé, as defined In H&SC section 25316, and a hazardous material as
defined In H&SC saction 25260 remains at depths of 10 feet or mora below the surface
of the Property. The DON circulatad the ROD/RAP, for public revie\k and commant.
The ROD/RAP waslapproved by the DON and concuirad in by the Department on
{date], pursuant to which the Property was excavated to a dapth of 10 feet, graded,
then backfilled with clean soil.

SAMPLE [For a property with ongoing operation and maintenance of a
monltaring or treatment system and/or cap. The exact provisions of this
paragraph will vary depending upon the facts of the particular site or facility. The

paragraph below Is lilustrative of the kind of Information that should be included. *

Nota specifically thers Is reference to a signed Operation and Maintenance

' Agreement.]: [Covenantor] [or party responsible for the activity, if different from

-5-
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Covanantor] is remediating the Property under the supervision and authority of the .
Department. The Property is [a portion of a site] being remediated pursuant to a
Record of Decision (ROD) pursuant to the Defanse Environmental Restoration Program
(DERPY), 10 U.S.C. section 2701 st seq; and a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) pursuant to
Chapter 8.8 of Division 20 of the H&SC. Bacause hazardous substancas, as defined in
H&SC saction 25318, which are also hazardous materials as defined in H&SC section
25260, Including volatile organic compounds, total petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated
benzenes and polychlorinated biphenyls, ramain in the soil énd groundwater in and
under portions of the Property, the Remedial Action Plan provides that a deed
rastriction be raquired as part of the site remediation. The DON circulated the
ROD/RAP for public review and comment. The ROD/RAP were approved by the DON
and concurred in by Department on [date]. Ramediation includes installing and
malntaining a synthetic membrane cover (*Cap®) over the Capped Property. The Cap
consists of a low parmeability synthetic membrane and other associated layars, as
mors particularly described in the engineering drawing attached as Exhibit "B® herato.
The response action also includes the installation and operation of: (1) a passive gas
collection system on the Capped Property which removes volatile organic compounds
migrating upward from under the Cap, (2) a vapor extraction system, which remediates
certain volatile organic compound-impacted soils, and (3) groundwater monitoring wells
(“Monitoring Wells®). Tha location of the gas collection éystam, vapor extraction system,
and Monitoring Wells are shown on Exhibit *B®. [This exhibit will have been Identified
in paragraph 1.02.] The operation and maintenancs of the Cap, gas collection system,
vapor extraction systam, and Monitoring Wells is pursuant to an Operation and
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]

!

, Maintanance Manual incorporated into the Operation and Maintenance Agreement

! between [Covenantor] [or name of other entity] and the Department dated [ J. fifan

i

} O&M Agreament has not been signed, the approval date for the O&M Manual or
Plan should be refersnced.] |

1.04 [This paragraph should set out specific information about the risk
assessment findings relaevant to the contamlinants of concern remaining at the
property, essentially the basis for tha restrictions Imposed by this covenant. The
Restrictions in Paragraphs 4.01, and any raqrulremanr for Soil Management
Actlvity and any Prohibited Activity must be linksd to the contaminants and risk
assessmant as discussed In this paragraph. The following paragraph is given for
purposes of illustration. Each site will have different facts; those should be
developed In a manner simllar to the sample paragraph given here. Land use
must ba conslistant with the approved RAW, RAP or ROD and the health risk
assessment.]

SAMPLE: As detailed in the Final Health Risk Assessment [or other
appropriate document] as proposed by the Covenantor and approved by the
Dapartment on [date], au or a portion of the surface and subsurface soils within 10 feet
of the surface of tha Property contain hazardous substancss, as defined in H&SC
section 25316, which include the following metal contaminants of concem in the ranges
set forth below: arsenic (0.3 to 38.1 paits par million ("ppm"*), beryllium (2.6 ppm),
copper (4.6 to 756 ppm, and nicka! (7.3-105 ppm). In addition, there are low pH éoﬂs.

Based on the Final Risk Assessment the Department and the Covenantor have

-
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‘concluded that usa of the Property as a residence, hospital, school for persons undar
the age of 21 or day cara centar would entail an unacceptabls cancer risk to the users
or occupants of such property operated or occupied. The Department and the
Covenantor have further concluded that the Property, as remediated, and operatad or
occupled subject to tha restrictions of this Covenant, does not present an unacceptable
threat to human safety or the snvironment, if limited to [as appllcabla: commercial and
industrial, parks, open spacs,[or other appropriate]] use.

SAMPLE: [Note: Groundwater restﬂctlons'ln Paragraph 3.04 must be based
on a discusslon of what contaminants are found In groundwater at the site, aﬁd

what the drinking water standards are.]

Groundwater at the Property Is found 15 to 20 feet below ground surfaca.
Contaminants in the groundwater include benzena (50- 123 ppm), chromium (75- 213
ppm) and TCE (350-780 ppm). Califomia drinking water standards are benzsne at 0.08
ppm, chromium at 30 ppm and TCE at 5 ppm. The Department and the Covenantor
concludes that the groundwater presents an unacceptable threat to human health and

safety absent an environmental restriction to eliminate exposure to such lavsis of

groundwater,

ARTICLE Il
DEFINITIONS
2.01 Department. “Department® means the State of Califomia by and through

the Department of Toxic Substances Control and includes its successor agencies, if
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any.
2.02 Owner. “Owner* shall include the Covenantor’s succassors in interast, and

their successors In interest, including heirs and assigns, during his or her ownership of

all or any portion of the Property.



2.03 Qccupant. "Occupant® means Owners ahd any person or entity entitled by

ownership, leasehold, or othar legal relationship to the right to occupy any portion of the

Propeity.
2.04 Covenantor. “Covenantor” shall mean ths United States acting through

tha Department of the Navy (DON).
ARTICLE Il

GENERAL PROVISIONS
3.01 Restrictions to Run with the Land. This Covenant sets forth protsctive

provisions, covenants, restrictions, and conditions (collectively referred to as
*Restrictions”), subjact ta which the Proparty and avery portion thereof shall be
improved, held, used, occupied, leased, sold, hypothecated, encumbered, and/or
conveyed. Thesa Restrictions are consistent with the separatae rastrictions placed in

the deed by and in favor of the Covenantor, conveying the Property from the

Convenantor to Its successor in interest described above. Each and every Restrictian:

(a) runs with the land in perpetuity pursuant to H&SC sectlons 25222.1
25355.5(a)(1)(C) and Civil Codg section 1471; (b) inuras to the benefit of and passas
with each and avery portion of the Property; (¢) shall apply to and bind all subséquem
Occupants of the Property; (d) is for the benefit of, and is enforceable by the
Depanm.ent: and (a) is imposed upon the entirs Property unless expressly stated as
applicable only to a specific portion thereof.

3.02 Binding upon Owners/Occupants. Pursuant to H&SC sections 25222.1,
25355.5(a)(1)(C), this Covenant binds all Ownaers of the Property, their heirs,

successors, and assignees, and the agents, employess, and lessees of the owners,
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heirs, succassors, and assignees. Pursuant to Civil Coda section 1471(b), all

successive owners af the Property are expressly bound hereby for the benefit of the

Department.

3.03 Written Notice of Hazardous Substance Release. Tha Owner shall, prior

to the sale, leasa, or rental of the Property, give written notice to the subsequent
transferee that a release of hazardous substances has come to be located on or
baneath the Property, pursuant to Health and Safsty Code section 25353.7. Such
written notice shall include a copy of this Covanant. [This /ast santance Is optional, to be

used at sites whare It is important that buyers and tenants be specifically awars of the

ongoing remediation and their obligations.]

3.04 |ncorporation into Deeds and Leases. The Restrictions sat forth herein

shall be incorporated by reference in each and all deeds and leases for any portion of

the Property.
3.05 Conveyance of Propeity, The Owner shall provide natice to the
Department not later than thirty (30) days after any conveyance of any ownership

intarest in the Property (excluding mortgages, liens, and other non-possassory
encumbrancas). The Department shall not, by reason of this Covenant alone, have
authority to approve, disapprove, or otherwise affact a conveyance, except as otherwise

provided by law, by administrative order, or by a spacific pravision of this Covenant.

ARTICLE IV

RESTRICTIONS
[The following examples are intended to be lllustrative. Not all of them will be
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applicable. The rastrictions for a particular property should have a dlrect
relationship to what the Health Risk Assessment sald was appropriate for use at
tha site. The restrictions must also protect the Integrity and physlcal accessibility
of, and legal rights of access to, any ongolng remediation facllities at the sits.]

4.01 Prohibitad Usas. The Property shall not be usad for any of the following
purposes: [Nots: Thess prohibitions must bs based on the appropriate decision
daéumonts as set forth In Paragraphs 1.03 and 1.04]

[Sample brovlslons:]

(a) A residence, including any mobile home or factory buiit housing,

constructed or installed for use as residential human habitation.

(b) A hospital for humans.
(c) A public or private school for persons under 21 years of age.

(d) A day care center for children.
4.02. Soil Management [Nota: The basis for the soil restrictions must be in
Paragraphs 1.03 and 1.04]

[Sahvple provisions]

(a)  No activities that will disturb the soll [at or below [ ] feet below grada)
{e.g., excavation, grading, removal, trenching, filling, earth movement or mining) shall
be allowad on the Property without a Soll Management Plan and a Health and Safaty
Plan approved by the Department.

(b)  Any contaminated soils brought to the surface by grading, excavation,

tranching or backfilling shall be managed in accordance with all applicable provisions of
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state and federal law.

(c)  The Owner shall provide the Dapartmerft written notice at least fourtaen
(14) days prior to any building, filling, grading, mining or excavating in the Property
[more than{ ] fest balow the soil surface] [which will remove mora than[ ] cubic
yards of soil].

4.03 Prohibited Actlvities. [This paragraph will not be applicable to all sites.
If not used, renumber accordingly. If there are groundwater restrictions, tbe

basls must be In Paragraphs 1.03 and 1.04] The following actlvities shall not be

- conducted at the Property:

[Sample provisions]
(a)  Raising of food (agricultural products intended for human consumption or

use, including but not limited to food, cattls, fibers, includiﬁg coiton).
(b) 'Drimng for [drinking irrigation] water.' oil, or gas [without prior written
approval by the Department]. '
[or] (b) Extraction of groundwater for purposes other than site remediation or

construction dewatering. |

[The following paragraphs are samples of restrictions that may be applicable

when thera Is a cap, vapor and/or gas collection system, and/or groundwater

monitoring system.]

4.04 Non-interferencs with Cap [and Vapor Extraction System (VES)] and

[Groundwater Capturs System (GCS)].
[Sample provisions:]




(a)  Activities that may disturb the Cap (a.g. excavation,v grading, remaval,
trenching, filling, earth movement, or mining) shall not be permitted on or within

feet of tha Capped Property without prior raview and approval by the
Department. [Similar restrictions may be appropriate for other ongoing
remediation systems.]

(b)  Alluses and development of the Capped Property shall praserve the
integrity [ (if appropriate:) and physical accessibllity] of the Cap. [Extend to other
systams as appropriate.]

()  The Cap shall not be altsred without written approval by the Department.

(d)  The Owner shall notify the Department of each of the following: (i) the
type, causs, location and date of any damage to the Cap and (i) the type and data of
repair of such damage. Notification to the Départment shall bs made as provided haelow
within ten (10) working days of both the discovery of any such disturbance and thé
complation of any repairs. Timsly and accurats notification by any Owner or Occupant
shall satisfy this requirement on behalf of all other Owners and Occupants. [Extend to
other systems as appropriate.]

4.05 Access for Departmeant. Tha Department shali have reasonable right of
antry and access to the Property for inspection, monitoring, and other activities
consistent with the purposes of this Covenant as deemed necessary by the Department
in order to protect the public heaith or safsty, or tha environment.

ARTICLEV
ENFORCEMENT
5.01 Enforcement. Failure of the Owner or Occupant to comply with any of the
-14-




Restrictions specifically applicable to include grounds for the Department to require that
the Owner modify or removae any improvements (*lmprovemants* harein shall mean all
buildings, roads, driveways, and paved parking areas); constructed or placed upon any
portion of the Property in violation of the Restrictions. Violation of this Covenant by the
Owner or Occupant may result in the imposition of civil and/or criminal remedies
including nuisance or abatement against the Owner or Occupant as provided by law.
The State of Califomia shall have all ramediss as provided at in Califomia Civil Code
Section 815.7 as that enactment may be from time to time amended.
ARTICLE VI
VARIANCE AND TERMINATION

8.01 Varance. The Owner, or with the Owner's consent, any Occupant, may

apply to the Department for a written variance from the provisions of this Covenant. .
Such application shall be made In accordance with H&SC section 25233. The
Department will grant the variance only after finding that such a variance would be
protective of human, health, safaty and the environment.

6.02 Teamination. The Owner, or with the Owner's consant, any Occupant,
may apply to the Department for a termination of the Restrictions or other terms of this
Covenant as they apply to all or any portion of the Property. Such application shall be
made in accordance with H&SC section 25234. No termination or other temms of this

Covenant shall extinguish of modify the retained intsrest held by the United States,
ARTICLE VII

MISCELLANEQUS
7.01 No Dedication intanded. Nothing set forth in this Covenant shall be
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construad to be a gift or dadication, or offar of a gift or dedlication, of the Property, or
any portion thereof to the general public or anyona else for any purpose whatsoevar,

7.02 Recmatlg_q. The Covanantor shall record this Covenant, with all
refarenced Exhibits, in the County of [ name of county ] within ten {10) days of the
Covenantor's receipt of a fully exacuted original.

7.03 Noticas. Whenaver any person gives or sarves any Notica (*Notica* as
usad herelin includes any demand or other communication with respect to this
Covenant), sach such Notica shall ba in writing and shall be deamed effactive: (1) when
delivered, if personally delivered to the person" be§n§ s_erved or to an officer of a
corporata party baing served, or (2) three (3) business days after dapostt in the mail, if
mailed by United Statas mail, postage baid, certitied, retumn raceipt requasted:

To Owner: finclude name and address of Owner and name of person to receiva

searvice]
To Department: [title and address of Regional Branch Chief.]

Any party may changa its address or the individual to whose attention a Notice is
to be sent by giving written Notice in compliance with this paragraph. | |

7.04 Partial Invalidity. If any portion of the Restrictions or other term set forth
hérein is determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid for any reason,
the surviving portions of this Covenant shall r;smain in full force and éﬁect as if such
portion found Invalid had not been included herein.

7.05  Statutory References. All statutory references include successor
provisions.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties execute this Covenant.
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Covenantor: [name of Covanantor]

By:

Title: [signatory’s name and title]

Date:

Department of Toxic Substances Contro}

By:
Title: [signatory’'s name and title]

Data:

Appraved as to form:

Date: By:
Approved as to form:
Data: By:

-17-
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)
COUNTY OF )
On this day of , in the year
befors me , personally appeared

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to bs
the parson(s) whose name(s) is /are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowlaedged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized
capacity(les), and that by hisher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or

the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Slgnaturé

et s v -



MODEL HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
DEED RESTRICTION

RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
[Covenantor's Name]

[Street Address]

[City], Califomia [Zip Code]

WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO:

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Region ___
[Street Address]

[City], Califomnia [ZIp Code]
Attention: [Name of Branch Chief], Chlef

[Branch Designation]

!
I
i
|
|
I
|
|
!
!
|
I

L.
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER'S USE

COVENANT TO RESTRICT USE OF PROPERTY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICTION
(Re: [Insert parcel number(s) and nams of site property to be restricted. )

This Covenant and Agreement (*Covenant”) is made 'by' and between the
United States of America acting by and through the Departmant of Navy or “DON* (the
*Covenantor”), the current owner of certain property situated in [city], Countyof _____,
State of California, described in Exhibit *A®, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
this reference (the "Property”), and the State of Califomia acting by and through the
Debartment of Toxic Substances Control (the "Department”). Pursuant to Civil Code
section 147 1(c), the Department has determined that this Covenant Is reasonably

necessary to protect present or future human health or safety or the environment as a

ATTACHMENT B
-1-



rasult of the prasenca on the land of hazardous materials as defined In Heaith and
Safsty Code ("H&SC") section 25280. In addition, pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 104 (42
USC Saction 39604), as delegatad to tha Covenantor by E.O. 12580, ratified by
Gangrass in 10 USC Sec. 2701, et saq., and implemented by the National Ol and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Conﬂngency Plan (NCP —~ 40 CFR Part 300) and
implementing guidances and policies, tha Covenantor (DON) has also determined that
_ this Covenant is reasonably necessary to protect present or futura human health and
safety and the environment as the result of the presence on the land of hazardous

substances, pollutants and contaminants as defined in CERCLA Section 101 (42 USC

Saction 9601).
Tha Covenantor and the Dapartment, collactively referred to as the *Parties®,

therefora intend that tha use of the Property be rastricted as set forth in this Covenant,
in order to protect human health, safety and tﬁe énvironmant. |

The Covenantor retains sufficient legal title and intarest in the subject property to
insure coniinulng enforcement of the protective covenants and agreemants contained
within this Covenant to Restrict the Use of Property. Further in any subsequent
transfers or conveyance of title to nonfederal entities the DON shall burden the property
with additional deed covenants that insura that any subsequent deed or transfar
contains the protective covenants and right of access and power to conduct monitoring
interest contained herein and of wastes retained on sits. Those covenants and
agreements shall be enforceable against the servient sstate in that those protective
covenants shall run with the land to all successors and assigns.
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ARTICLE |
STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.01 The Proparty, totaling approximately [ acres] [ — sqdare yards] is mare
particularly described and depicted In Exhibit "A”, attached hersto and Incorporated
herein by this referance. [Exhibit fA'must include the legal description of the property
used by the county recorder. This must includa the particular description of the
boundaries of the area o be subject to a specific use restriction. A survey may be
requirad],. The Property is located in the area now generally bounded by fincluds
narrative dascription of the araa; this will typically be street namas: a.g. Main Strest on

the north, Mapls Strast on the east, efc.]County of [ ], State of California.
1.02 [Use this paragraph if imposing addlitional restrictions on a portion of the

Propsrty, for example on a capped portion, or if for any other reason it Is necessary to
pracisely identify any portion of the proparty, such as an area with groundwater
monitoring wells. Tﬁe puiposs of this paragraph Is to give the precise location of such
areas where use restrictions will apply. Renumber following paragraphs accordingly] A
limited portion of the Property is more particularly described in Exhibit "B* which is
attached and incorporated by this reference ("Capped Property” or *[other identified)
Property”). [Exhibit 8 must includa a legal dascription of the exact area(s) being
restricted and any necessary dlagram(s). This will generall}" raquirq a Isgal survey and

I AL PR St
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anginsering drawing for the Cap or other area to be further restricted.]. The [Capped or
{other identified}] Property is located in the area now generally bounded by .

[includs language that generally descnibes the Capped or other identified Property] The
3-



[Capped or {other identified}] Property is also mora specifically described as
sncompassing xox County Assessor's Parcel numbers —,

1.03 [Brsfly describe the ragulatory oversight of the facility by the Dapartment
and the CERCLA decisions including any applicable Fedsral Facllity Agreement (FFA)
or Fedaral Facility site Remediation Agresment (FFSRA) and implemanting activitias of
the Covenantor, the remedial activities that have occurred at the Property, including, if
applicable, installation of a cap and construction and ongoing operation and
maintanancs of a groundwatsr treatment systam. This paragraph should refar to the

| Closura Report or other decislon document such as a ROD which approved the
remadial activitias at the Property and required this Covenant. Tha paragraph nesds to
identify the contaminants and physical remsedial measures on the Property which
nacesshtate this deed restriction.]

Since [dats] the Department [or, the Department's predecassor in interest
(California Department of Health Services)] authorized this [treatmant], [storaga),
[disposal] facility ("Facility”) pursuant to an [inten‘m' status document] [permit). Under
this authortzation the Site was a hazardous waste facility, regulated by the Department,
subjact to-tha raquirements of the Califomia Hazardous Wasta Control Law (*HWCL"),
at Health-and Safety Code (*H&S Coda") saction 25100 st seq., and the federal
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), at 42 U.S.C. section 6301 at seq.
Pursuant to the closure requirements of the HWCL, including H&S Code section 25246
and post-closure notices provisions of Title 22 Califomia Code of Regulations [section
66265.119(b) for interim status hazardous waste facilities] [or 66264.119(b) for
pemittad hazardous waste faciliies]] [or, if restrictions required for permit: corrective

4-
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action requirsments of the HWCL, including H&S Code Section 25200.10] the
Department is requiting this Covenant as part of the [facility closura} [corrective action]
[permitting] of the facility. The Department circulated a [Closure Plan] [Remedial
Measuras Study] {ather appropriate docurment], which contained a Final Heaith Risk
Assessment [and/or Remedial Goals document], together with a draft [Environmental
Impact Report] [Negative Declaration] pursuant to the Califomia Environmental Quality
Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq for public review and comrmant from
[dats] to [&ata]. Because hazardous wastes, which are also hazardous matarials as
definad in Health and Safety Coda sections 25117 and 25260, including (list hazardous
wastes] remain In the [soil] and [groundwater] at the Property, the [Closure Plan]
[Remedial Measures Study] provided that a deed restriction would be raquired as part
of tha facility remediation. The Department approvad the [Closure Plan] [Remedial

Measures Study] [other appropriate document] tagether with the [snvironmantal

document] on [dats].
Pursuant to these documents, the Propenty was [describe remedial actions taken

which relate to what is /aft on the property. This description must includs installation of
any physical remedial measures. The description must identify what contaminants
remain on the Property.]

- SAMPLE: Hazardous wastas, which are also hazardous materials as defined In
H&S Code sectfons 25117 and 25260, and ara CERCLA hazardous substancas,
pollt:tar;ts or contaminanf, including x00c and yyyy, remain in the soil and groundwater
at the Property. Remediation includes installing and maintaining a synthatic membrans

cover ("Cap®) over the Capped Property. The Cap consists of a low permeability
-5-

AL A 0 T T 0



synthetic membrana and other associatad layers over the hazardous wastes and
materials, as more particularly dascribed in the engineering drawing attached as Exhibit
*B" herato. The Remedial Measure also includes the installation and operation of: (1) a
passive gas collection system (*GCS") on the Capped Property which removes
miscellaneous gas/vapors migrating upward from under the Cap, (2) a vapor extraction
system (“VES®), which remediates certain volatile organic compound-impactad soils,
and (3) groundwater monitoring wells (*"Monitoring Walls®). The location of the GCS,
VES and Monitoring Wélls ara shown on the map attached as exhibit *~*. The
operation and maintenance ("O&M?") of the Cap, GCS, VES, and Monitoring Wells is
pursuant to an O&M Manual incorporated into the O&M Agreement between
[Covenantor] [or name of other entfty] and the Departmsent dated Saptambar 20, 1395.
[Iif an O&M Agreement has not been signed, the approval date for the O&M Manual or
Plan should ba refarenced]

1.04 [This paragraph should sat out specific information about the risk
assessment findings relevant to the contaminants of concem remaining at the property,
gssentially the basls for tha restrictions imposed by this covenant. The Restrictions in
Paragraphs 4.01, and any requirement for Soil Management Activity and any Prohibited
Activity must be linked to the contaminants and risk assessment as discussed in this -
paragraph. The falloMng paragraph is given for pu:pésas of fustration. Each éfta will
have different facts; those should be developed in a manner similar to the sample
paragraph given hers. You must consult with the assigned toxicologist about what ara
the appropriate land uses.]

SAMPLE: As detailed in the Final Health Risk Assessment [or other appropriate
6-
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document] as proposed by the Covenanfor and approved by the Department on [dats],
all or a portion of the surface and subsurface scils within 10 fest of the surface of the
Property contain hazardous wastes and hazardous materials, as defined in H&S Code
section 25117 and 25260, which include one or more of the following metal
contaminants of concem in the ranges set forth below: arsenic (0.3 to 38.1 parts per
million ("ppm*), berylium (2.8 ppm), copper (4.6 to 756 ppm, and nickel (7.3-105 ppm).
In addition, there are low pH soils. Based on the Final Risk Assessment the
Department and the Covenantor hava concluded that use of the Property as a
residence, hospital, school for persons under the age of 21 or day cars center would
entail an unacceptable cancer risk to the users or occupants of such property. The

Department and the Covenantor have further concluded that tha Property, as

. remediated, and operated or occupied subject to the rastrictions of this Covenant, does

not present an unacceptable threat to human safety or tha environment, if limited to Jas

applicable: commercial and industrial use, parks, open spacas, [or other appropriata)

use]
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SAMPLE [Note: Groundwater restrictions in Paragraph 3.04 must ba basad on a

discussion of what contaminants are found In groundwatesr at the site, and what drinking

water standards ara.]: Groundwatar at the Property is first found at 15 to 20 fest below

ground surface. Contaminants in the groundwater include benzsns (50- 123 ppm),

chromium (75- 213 ppm) and TCE (350-780 ppm). Califomia drinking water standards

are banzane at .08 ppm, chromium at 30 ppm and TCE at 5 ppm. The Dapartment and

the Covenantor concludes that the groundwater prasents an unacceptabla thraat to
human health and safety absent an environmental restriction to eliminate exposure to

such lavels of groundwater.
ARTICLE Ui

DEFINITIONS
2.01 Department. "Department” shall mean the State of California by and

through the California Department of Toxic Substances Control and shall include its

successor agencles, if any.

2.02 Ownsr. “Owner” shall include tha Covenantor’s successor's in interest,
and their successors in interest, including heirs and assigns, during his or her
ownership of all of any portion of the Property.

2.03 Qccupant. "Occupant® shall mean Owners and any person or entity
antitled by ownership, lsasehold, or other legal relationship to the right to occupy any

portion of the Property.
2.04 Covenantor. “Covenantor” shall mean the Unitad States acting through

the Department of the Navy (DON).




ARTICLE Ili
GENERAL PROVISIONS
3.01 Restrictions to Run With the Land. This Covenant sets forth protactive

provisions, covenants, restrictions, and conditions (collectively referrad to'as
"Restrictions”), upon and subject to which the [Property] [Cappad Property] [ﬁeétricted
- Property] and every portion thareof shall be improved, held, used, accupled, leased,
sold, hypothecated, encumbered, and/or conveyed. These Restrictions are consistant
with the separate restrictions placed In the deed by and in favor of the Covanantor,
conveying the Property from the Covenantor to its successor in interast dascribed
above. Each and évery one of the Restrictions: (a) shall run with tha Iénd in perpetuity
pursuant to H&SC sections 25202.5, and 25202.6, and Givil Cods saction 1471; (b)
shall inure to the benefit of and pass with each and every portion of the Property; (c)‘
shall apply to and bind all subéaquent Occupants of the Propenty; (d) are for the benefit
of, and shall be enforceabls by the State of Califomia; and (s) are imposed upon the
antire Property unless exprassly stated as applicable only to a specific portion thersof.
3.02 Bindi Owners/Occupants. Pursﬁant to Health and Safaty Code
section 25202.5(b), this Covenant shall be binding upon all of owners of the land, their
heirs, successars, and assiénees, and the agents, employess, and lessees of the

ownears, heirs, successors, and assignees. Pursuant to Civil Code section 1471(b), all

succassive owners of the Property are expressly bound hereby for the benefit of the

covenantee(s) herein.
3.03 Wiritten Notice of Hazardous Substance Relsasa. Tha Owner shall, prior

to the sals, leass, or rental of the Property, give written notice to the subsequent
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transfarea that a releass of hazardous substances has comae to be locatad on or
beneath the Property, pursuant to Health and Safsty Code section 25353.7. Such
writtsn notice shall include a copy of this Covenant. [This last sentanca is optional, to be

usad at sites whers it Is important that buyers and tenants be specifically aware of the

ongolng ramediation and their obligations]

-3.04 Incomoration into Deeds and L easesg, The Rastrictions set forth harain

shall be incorporatad by referance in each and all deeds and leases for any portion of

the Proparty.
3.05 Conveyance of Property Covenantor agrees that the Owner shall provide
notice to the Departmant not later than thirty (30) days aftar any conveyanca of any

ownership intarest In the Property (excluding mortgages, lians, and other non-
passaessory ancumbrances). The Department shall not, by reason of this Covanant
ajone, have authority to approve, disapprova, or otharwise affect such conveyancs.
(This paragraph Is optional, to be used, for example, at sites with groundwater
traatment systems that will require aé;:ass by the Department and by the antity

responsibla for OZM.]
ARTICLE IV

RESTRICTIONS
[Thae following axamples are intandead to be illustrative. Not all of them will ba

applicable. The restrictions for a particular property should have a dirsct relationship to

what the Health Risk Assessment said was oldappropnrates for use at the sita, The

toxicologist must be involved with drafting the Restrictions. The restrictions must also

protact the intagrity of, and access to, any ongoing remediation facilities at the sits.]
-10-




4.01 Prohibited Uses. The Property shall not be used for any of the following

purposes: [Note: Thase brohibﬁions must be based on tha facts and Health Risk
Assassment as set forth in Paragraph 1.04]
[sample provisions]

(a) A residence, including any mobile home or factory built housing,
constructad or Installed for use as residential human habitation.

(b) ' A hospital for humans.

(c) A public or private school for persans under 21 years of age.

(d) A day care canter for children.

4.02 Soil Management [Note: The basis for the soil restrictions must ba in
Paragraph 1.04]

[sampla provisions]
(a) No activities which will disturb the soil fat or below ot fest below grade)

(e.g., éxc;swation. grading, removal, trenching, filling, earth movement or mining) shall
be permitted on the Property withciut a Soil Management Plan and a Health and Safety
Plan submitted to the Department for review and approval.

(b) Any .contaminated soils brought to the surface by grading, excavation,
trenching or backfilling shall ba managed in accordance with all applicable provisions of
state and federal law.

(c) The Owner will provide the Department writtan notice at least fourteen
(14) days prior to any building, filling, grading, mining or excavating in the Property
[more than feet below the soil surfaca] [which will remove more than cubic yards of soil].

4.03 Prohibited Activities. [This paragraph will not be applicable to all sites. If
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not usad, ranumbesr accordingly. If there are groundwatsr restrictions, the basis must ba
in Paragraph 1.04] The following activities shall not be conducted at the Property:
[sampls provisions]

(a)  No ralsing of agricultural products intanded for human consumption or
usa, including but not limited to food,cattle, fibers including, cotton) shall be permitted
on tha property. .

(b)  No drilling for [drinking/IRRIGATION Jwater, oil, or gas shall be permitted
on the Property fwithout prior written approval by the Department]. for] (b) No
groundwater shall be extracted on the Property for purposas othar than sita remediation
or construction dewatering. [The following paragraphs are samples of restrictions that
may ba applicable whan thers Is a cap, vapor and/ or gas collaction systam, and/or

groundwater monitoring system.] » .~

4.04 Non-Interfersnce with Cap [and VES] and [GCS].

- [sample provisions]

(@) No activities which will disturb the Cap (s.g. excavation, grading, removal,

foet

trenching, filling, earth movement, or mining) shall be permitted on or within
of the Capped Property without prior review and approval by tha Department. [Similar
restrictions may be appropriats for other ongoing remediation systems.]

(b)  All uses and development of the Capped Property shall preserva the
integrity of the Cap. [Extend to other systems as appropriata.]

()  Any proposed alteration of the Cap shall require written approval by the
Department. '

(d}  The Owner shall notify the Department of each of the following: (i) The
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type, causs, location and date of any disturbance to the Cap which could affect the
ability of the Cap to contain subsurface hazardous wastes or hazardous materials in the
Cappad Property, and (i the type and date of repair of such disturbance. Notification to
the Department shall be made as provided below within ten (10) working days of both
the discovery of any such disturbance(s) and the completion of any repairs. Timely and
accurate notification by any Ownar or Occupant si'aall satisfy this requirement on behalf
of all other Owners. [Extend to other systems as appropriats.]

4.05 Access for Dapartment. The Department shall have reasonable right of

entry and access fo the Property for inspection, monitoring, and other activities

consistent with the purposas of this Covenant as deemed necessary by the Department

in order to protect the public health and safety and the environment.

ARTICLEV

A ENFORCEMENT
5.0t Enforcement. Failure of tha Owner or Occupant to comply with any of the

Restrictions specifically applicabls to it shall be grounds for the Department, by reason
of this Covenant, to require that the Owner modify of ramove any improvements
("Improvements” harein shall include all buildings, roads, driveways, and paved parking
areas, constructed or placed upon any portion of the Property constructed in violation of
the Restrictions). Violation of this Covenant by the Owner or Occupant may rasult in
the imposition of civil and/or criminal remedies including nuisance or abatament against
the Owner or Occupant as provided by law. The Stata of California shall have all
remedies as provided in California Civil Code, Section 815.7, as that enactment may
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be from time to ime amended.

ARTICLE VI

MODIFICATION AND TERMINATION

6.01 Modification. Any Owner or, with the Owner's written consent, any
Occupant of the Proparty or any portion theraof may apply to the Department for a
written modification from the provisions of this Covenant. Such application shall bs
mads in accordance with H&S Code section 25202.68. The Department will grant the
modification only after finding that such a modification would be protective of human
health, safaty and the environment.

8.02 Temnination. Any Owner, and/or, with the Owner's written consant, any
Occupant of the Property, or any portion thereof, may apply to the Depértment fora
termination of the Restrictions or other terms of this Covenant as they apply to all or any
portion of the Property. Such application shail be mads in accordance with H&S Code
section 25202.6. The bep‘artment will grant thﬁ tarmination only after finding that such a
tarmination would be protective of human health, safety and the snvironment. No
termination of the Rastrictions or other tarms of this Covenant shall extinguish or modify
the retained interest held by the Unlted States.

~ ARTICLEWVII

MISCELLANEQUS
7.01 No Dedication Intended. Nothing sst forth in this Covenant shall be
construed to be a gift or dedication, or offer of a gift or dedication, of the Property, or

any portion thereof to the ganaral public or anyone else for any purpose whatsoaver.
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~ 7.02 Recordation In accordance with HSC Saction 25235, tha Department will
record this Covenant, with all referenced Exhibits, in the County of [ name of county ]
within ten (10) days of the Department’s recsipt of a fully executad ariginal.

7.03 Notices. Whenavar any person gives or serves any notice (*Notica" as
used herain includes any demand or other communication with respect to this
Covenant), each such Natice shall be in writing and shall be deemed sffactive: (1) when
delivered, if personally delivered to the parson being served or to an officer of a
corporate parly being served, or (2) three (3) business days after deposit in the mall, if

mailed by United States mall, postage paid, certified, retum receipt raquested;

To Owner: fincluda nams and address of Owner and name of person to receive

servica] _
To Department: [include narme, address, and appropriate name of Department

person to be served]
Any party may change its address or the individual to whose attantion a notice is

to be sent by giving written notice in compliance with this paragraph.

7.04 Paptal Invalidity. If any portion of the Restrictions or other term set forth
herein is determinad by a court of compstent jurisdiction to bs invalid for any reason,
the suan portions of this Covenant shall remain in full force and effect as if such
portion found invalid had not bean Included herein.

7.05 Statutory Referencas. All statutory references include successor

provisions.
IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Parties execute this Covanant.
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*Covenantor’

Date:

*Department”

Date:

Approved as to form:

Date:

Approved as to form:

Date:

By:

By:



S

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

e P

COUNTY OF
On this day of , in the year
befars me , personally appeared

Ny -

personally known 1o ma (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to ba
the parson(s) whose name(s) is /are subscribed to tha within instrument and
acknowliedged to me that he/sha/they executed tha same in his/harihelr authorized
capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signatura(s) on the instrument the person(s), or

the entity upon bebhalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Sigriatura

-17-
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ATTACHMENT B

PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES FOR SPECIFYING,
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT OF LAND-USE
CONTROLS AND OTHER POST-ROD ACTIONS



PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES FOR SPECIFYING, MONIT ORING AND
ENFORCEMENT OF LAND USE CONTROLS AND OTHER POST-ROD
ACTIONS

PREAMBLE

Since the Department of Defense (DoD) /Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Model Interagency Agreement (IAG)/Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) was developed
in 1988, EPA and Navy have gained considerable knowledge and understanding about
post-Records of Decisions (ROD) activities, especially Land Use Controls (LUCs).
Thinking, policies, regulations and procedures concerning LUCs have evolved
considerably since DoD and EPA developed the 1988 FFA model language. New statutes
and regulations related to LUCs are being considered in many states. Accordingly, EPA
and the Department of the Navy (DON) believe that a set of Principles will assist Navy
field commands and EPA Regions to better implement our respective Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) responsibilities.
The Principles described below do not replace or substitute for any existing CERCLA
statutory or regulatory requirement. Rather they provide a mutually agreeable framework
to provide a more efficient process to implement LUCs at National Priority List (NPL)

installations.

These Principles will guide the EPA and DON personnel involved in these
decisions. They are written in full knowledge that state regulatory and trustee
organizations have independent responsibilities and authorities. EPA and the DON
recognize the importance of the state role in helping to ensure a cleanup is protective of
human health and the environment. Headquarters EPA and DoD will jointly develop a
communications plan to ensure we include the states in this important issue.

These Principles support the President’s Management Agenda by focusing on
improving environmental results. The Principles encourage continued innovation and’
improvement in CERCLA implementation. EPA and the Components should continue to
propose and pilot initiatives at Component installations or at other properties for which
they are responsible. This includes proposing variations in, or alternatives such as
performance-based practices to, the approach described in this document.

PRINCIPLES
» Atsites where remedial action is determined necessary to protect human health and
the environment, the actions must be documented in accordance with CERCLA
and its implementing regulation, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances

Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).




At sites where contaminants are left in place at levels that do not allow for
unrestricted use, LUCs are used to ensure that the contaminants do not pose an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. LUCs consist of
engineering controls and/or institutional controls.

The EPA and DON desire to ensure that LUCs are specified, implemented,
monitored, reported on, and enforced in an efficient, cost-effective manner that
ensures long-term protectiveness. In addition, in accordance with CERCLA and
the NCP, if an équally protective but more cost-effective remedy is identified,
DON may propose, and EPA will consider, using the more cost-effective remedy.

The EPA acknowledges the DON’s role and responsibilities as the Federal Lead
Agent for response actions. This role includes selecting remedies with EPA at

NPL sites and funding response actions.

The DON acknowledges EPA’s role and respounsibilities for regulatory oversight
and enforcement at NPL sites. This role includes ultimate ability to select the
remedy at NPL sites if EPA disagrees with DON’s proposed remedy and dispute

resolution fails.

" Federal Facilities Agreements (FFAs) are CERCLA 120 agreements used by DON
and EPA to describe in detail the roles and relationships among DON, EPA and
often the state. They form the foundation for these relationships regarding DON’s
response actions at NPL sites. FFAs also contain installation specific details and
procedures for planning, budgeting, and dispute resolution. DON and EPA desire
FFAs to be as standardized as possible and relatively static (i.e., the FFA should

not need to be changed for a given installation).

Primary Documents developed under the FFA are relatively dynamic and
document important plans and actions. In that sense, they are action-oriented. For
example, a Site Management Plan is revised yearly via collaboration among DON
and EPA remedial project managers and is an important tool for planning response
actions and demonstrating commitment to the public. Likewise, a LUC Remedial
Design (RD) or Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) describes those actions that
are needed to ensure viability of both long-term engineered and institutional

control remedies.

Records of Decision should document the remedy selection process and remedy
decision in accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, as well as applicable and
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appropriate guidance, regulations, standards, criteria, and policy. With regard to
LUCs, the ROD should describe the LUC objectives; explain why and for what
purpose the LUCs are necessary, where they will be necessary, and the entities
responsible for implementing, monitoring, reporting on and enforcing the LUCs.
The ROD will refer to the RD or RAWP for implementation actions.

o Where situations arise (such as new cleanup standards; new or additional
contamination is discovered on a site, etc.) that require additional response actions
that go beyond the actions and objectives described in a ROD, and any related
ROD Amendment or Explanation of Significant Difference (ESD), the additional
actions required and their remedial objectives will be further documented in an
ESD or ROD Amendment, as appropriate. There may also arise situations after a
remedy has been completed that require removal actions to protect human health
and the environment, such as the newly discovered contamination posing an
imminent risk to human health. In such circumstances, documentation as required

in the removal process should be created.

» Given the above, EPA and DON agree that the most efficient framework for
specifying, implementing, monitoring, reporting on and enforcing LUCs is:
— a standard FFA for NPL sites,
— a clear, concise RoD with LUC objectives, and
~ aRD or RAWP with LUC implementation actions.
Note: These documents are described more fully below.

» EPA and DON will move expeditiously to finalize all outstanding FFAs using a
standard FFA template as a guide to minimize the development/writing process.

Note: A “standard FFA" means the Agreement presently being used between EPA
and DoD using the DoD-EPA model language, plus site-specific statements of fact,
plus the additional primary document shown in Attachment (1).

e EPA and DoD will initiate a task force with appropriate headquarters and field
representatives from EPA and the military services. The task force will make
recommendations as to how to ensure that the same documentation can be used to
memorialize both remedial action completion and deletion, as well as to determine
the process whereby DoD and EPA will document the completion of the remedial
actions required by the ROD in a single primary document. The task force will
examine ways to reduce document size, review time, and revisions. The task force
will recommend changes to guidance and policy that will help reduce document




size or streamline the process in order to manage costs. The task force may also
include other stakeholders.

After reviewing the task force recommendations EPA and DoD will determine
how to ensure that the same documentation can be used to memorialize both
remedial action completion and deletion, as well as to determine the process
whereby DoD and EPA will document the completion of the remedial actions
required by the ROD in a single primary document. In addition, EPA and DoD
will streamline the remedial process and better manage costs. While the efforts of
the Task Force are meant to complement the Principles described above, its work
is separate from the Principles and must not impede their implementation. The
work of the Task Force also must not impede completion or closeout of individual

sites or operable units.

GENERAL PROCEDURES

1. Federal Facility Agreement

o The LUC implementation and operation/maintenance actions will be included in
the RD or RAWP which are already primary documents deliverable under standard
'FFAs. In addition, the same documentation as determined by the task force and
approved by the Parties to memorialize both the remedial action completion and
deletion will be provided as a primary document for new FFAs. For existing FFAs
without such a primary document, this document will be provided as an attachment
to the RD or RAWP with the same enforceability as a primary document.

Note: Model FFA language will need to be supplemented to reflect these Principles
and Procedures. Attachment (1) contains necessary modifications to FFA language.

2. RCCQtd of Decision

e Itis EPA’s and DON’s intent that Records of Decision (RoDs) continue to be
consistent with CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. Relative to land use
controls and institutional controls, the ROD shall:

— Describe the risk(s) necessitating the remedy including LUCs;

— Document risk exposure assumptions and reasonably anticipated land uses;

- Generally describe the LUC, the logic for its selection and any related deed
restrictions/notifications;

~ State the LUC performance objectives. (See attachment (2) for examples of
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LUC performance objectives);
List the parties responsible for implementing, monitoring, reporting on, and

enforcement of the LUC;

Provide a description of the area/property covered by the LUC (should
include a map);

Provide the expected duration of the LUCs; and

Refer to the RD or RAWP for LUC implementation actions, since these
details may need to be adjusted periodically based on site conditions and
other factors. (See attachment (2) for examples of LUC implementation

actions).

]

|

}

The ROD at transferring properttes will need to be crafted based on the
responsibilities of the new owner and state-specific laws and regulations regarding

LUCs. At transferring properties, compliance with the LUC performance
objectives may involve actions by the subsequent owners in accordance with deed
restrictions, however, ultimate responsibility for assuring that the objectives are
met remains with DON as the party responsible under CERCLA for the remedy.
DON and regulators will consult to determine appropriate enforcement actions
should there be a failure of a LUC objective at a transferred property.

3. LUC Remedial Design (RD) or Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP)

The RD or RAWP will be provided as a primary document in accordance with the
FFA.

The RD or RAWP will describe short and long-term implementation actions and
responsibilities for the actions in order to ensure long-term viability of the remedy
which may include both LUCs (e.g., institutional controls) and an engineered
portion (e.g., landfill caps, treatment systems) of the remedy. The term
“implementation actions™ includes all actions to implement, operate, maintain, and
enforce the remedy. Depending on the LUC and site conditions, these actions can

include: -
Conducting CERCLA five-year remedy reviews for the engineered remedies

and/or LUCs.
Conducting periodic monitoring or visual inspections of LUCs; frequency to be

determined by site-specific conditions.

Reporting inspection results.
Notifying regulators prior to any changes in the risk, remedy or land use including

any LUC failures with proposed corrective action.
Including a map of the site where LUCs are to be implemented.
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For active bases,

—~ Developing internal-DON policies and procedures with respect to LUC
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement in order to institutionalize LUC
management and to ensure base personnel are aware of restrictions and
precautions that should be taken; Consulting with EPA at least 14 days prior
to making any changes to these policies and procedures to ensure that any
substantive changes maintain a remedy that is protective of human health
and the environment.

Developing a comprehensive list of LUCs with associated boundaries and

expected durations.

~ Notifying regulators of planned property conveyance, including federal-to-
federal transfers. “Property conveyance” includes conveying leaseholds,
easements and other partial interests in real property.

- Obtaining regulator concurrence before modifying or terminating land use
control objectives or implementation actions.

For closing bases/excess property:
- Notifying regulators of planned property conveyance, including federal-to-
federal transfers. .

~ Consulting with EPA on the appropriate wording for land use restrictions

and providing a copy of the wording from the executed deed.

— Defining responsibilities of the DON, the new property owner and
state/local government agencies with respect to LUC implementation,
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement.

Providing a comprehensive list of LUCs with associated boundaries and

expected durations.

— Obtaining regulator concurrence before modifying or terminating land use
control objectives or implementation actions.

Note: The mix of responsibilities among DON, the new property owner, and

other government agencies depends on state and federal laws and regulations

that are applied in the state. Implementation actions at closing bases may

include elements characteristic of both active and closing bases, depending on

the timing of transfer.

o Should there be a failure to complete LUC implementation actions at an active
base, the EPA Region shall notify the installation and seek immediate action.
Should there be a failure to complete LUC actions after such notification to the
base, EPA may notify the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Environment)
who will ensure that LUC actions are taken.
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¢ Should there be a failure to complete implementation actions that are the
responsibility of a subsequent owner or third party at a transferred property, EPA
and DON will consult on the appropriate enforcement action. Should there be a
failure to complete implementation actions that are the remaining responsibility of
DON at a transferred property, the EPA Region will notify the cognizant Navy
Engineering Field Division. If necessary, EPA may notify the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Environment) who will ensure that corrective action is

taken.

Note: The RD or RAWP should contain no more or no less implementation actions
than needed to ensure the viability of the remedy. There is a delicate balance
required. EPA and DON both desire to ensure protectiveness while minimizing
process and documents. The parties agree to work diligently to define the
appropriate implementation actions for each LUC. EPA and DON believe the key
elements can be easily developed between RPMs in a matter of a few hours. Based
on detailed discussions and the examples shown in Attachment (2), EPA and DON
expect that the LUC portion of the RDs or RAWPs to be in the range of 2-6 pages.
If combined with a sampling plan, there may be additional pages needed to list the

analyses, sampling locations and frequencies.

4. LUC Data

The DON will ensure that all LUCs at its installations are included in the Service
LUC database.

Attachments: ' ) ,
1. Incorporating Land Use Control (LUC) Objectives and Implementing Actions into

Federal Facilitics Agreements (FFAs) )
2. Examples of LUC objectives and LUC Implementation Actions
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Afttachment 1

INCORPORATING LAND USE CONTROL (LUC) OBJECTIVES AND
IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS INTO FEDERAL FACILITIES

AGREEMENTS (FFAs)

FFA Model Template Additions/Changes

1. Definitions Section:

Add: "Land use controls” shall mean any restriction or administrative action, including
engineering and institutional controls, arising from the need to reduce risk to human

health and the environment.

2. Primary Documents:

Add: A document memorializing remedial action completion.

Note: EPA and DoD believe it is important that a primary document: (1) document the
completion of remedy-in-place and/or site close-out and (2) receive concurrence from
EPA. The task force discussed above will make recommendations on the scope and
content of the document, and DoD and EPA will determine this document after reviewing
the task force recommendations. In the meantime, EPA and DON shall enter into FFAs
which include a primary document memorializing remedy completion. The document
shall not duplicate information in the Administrative Record or previously provided to
EPA. Previously provided information shall be referenced and itemized. New
information/data (e.g., sampling data) may be needed to demonstrate that the Remedial
Action Objectives have been met. The report shall also include any as-built drawings for
remedies if different from the remedial design. EPA and DoD do not envision this to be a
lengthy document, but shall contain only the information needed to justify the remedy
completion. EPA and DoD believe the document should discuss how the remedial
objectives in the ROD have been met. It should not be used to expand the scope of
requirements beyond the remedial actions required in the original ROD or any
subsequent amendment or explanation of significant difference. Instead, if new
requirements are needed for a protective remedy, these will be documented in an
Explanation of Significant Difference or ROD Amendment, as appropriate, prior to
reaching the milestone. The EPA and DoD will determine the precise nature of this

document after reviewing the task force’s recommendations.

Change: Eliminate the sub-bullets (subsidiary documents) under remedial action work
plan for document streamlining purposes.
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ttachment 2

EXAMPLES OF LUC OBJECTIVES AND LUC IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

(Note: Actions are to be tailored to site-specific conditions.
This is neither 2 mandatory nor a complete list)

LUC OBJECTIVES (contained in ROD)

Ensure no construction on, excavation of, or breaching of the landfill cap.
Ensure no residential use or residential development of the property.

Ensure no withdrawal and/or use of groundwater.
Ensure no excavation of soils without a use permit and special handling procedures.

LUC IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS (contained in the RD or RAWP)

Conduct a CERCLA five-year remedy review of the LUC and provide to EPA for review.
Conduct amual inspections of the LUC and report results (active or BRAC - responsible

party to be defined).

Record the LUC in the base master plan. (active)

Produce a survey plat of the LUC by a state registered land surveyor. (active or BRAC).
File the survey plat with the local government/Circuit Court for purposes of public

notification (active or BRAC)
Place a survey plat in CERCLA administrative record, and send copies to EPA and state.

(active or BRAC).

Develop and implement a base procedure that requires excavation to be approved by the
Public Works Officer or equivalent official. (active)

Develop and implement a base procedure that requires changes in land use to be approved by
the Public Works Officer or equivalent official. (active)

Notify the regulatory agencies 45 days in advance of any Base proposals for a major land use
change at a site inconsistent with the use restrictions and exposure assumptions described in

the RoD, any anticipated action that may disrupt the effectiveness of the land use controls,

any action that might alter or negate the need for the land use controls, or any anticipated

transfer of the property subject to the land use controls.
Obtain regulator concurrence before modifying or terminating land use control objectives or

implementation actions.
Maintain a comprehensive list of LUCs with associated boundaries and expected durations.

Note: These examples are consistent with draft EPA guidance: *“Describing Institutional
Controls in Remedy Decision Documents at Active Federal Facilities”.
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